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WATER QUALITY PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1. Introduction
WQ 1.0.0-1

Participation in the Water Quality Technical Group and various other working groups is open to the public.
Many scientists, regulators, and other interested parties attend these meetings.

WQ 1.0.0-2

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state
and federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency
bears its respective authorities and responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of
CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as
CALFED resources, to better address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

CALFED’s Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and
interested parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of
economic incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools
will vary, depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specificactions. Thetargets are based on published standards or objectives—either numeric or narrative—endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program. '

Dioxin, dioxin-like compounds, and furans have been listed as constituents that impair many parts of San
Francisco Bay, reaching up to the Delta. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lists these causes as
resulting from atmospheric pollution. This and other information will be considered to determine whether these
compounds will be added to the Water Quality Program Plan (WQPP). If added, more information would be
sought before any CALFED actions are proposed to address source control of these compounds.

Program linkages are carried out between program managers in various fashions. The most significant linkage has

been made by transferring those water quality activities that are directed at ecosystem health to the Ecosystem
Restoration Program.
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WQ 1.0.0-3

The goals specified in the WQPP are the goals for the plan and carry no regulatory weight. The proposal made
to protect high-quality waters is contained in the California Water Code, usually termed “anti-degradation.” There
are no proposals in the Water Quality Program to reduce the quality of any ambient water.

WQ 1.0.0-4
No actions in the WQPP restrict water uses. Controls of wastewater streams are proposed.
WQ 1.0.0-5

Each individual effort to assess and correct the temporal and geographic extent of a contaminant is preceded and

followed by monitoring. Baseline monitoring for some constituents may be proposed through the monitoring
and assessment branch of CALFED.

WQ 1.0.0-6

Development of numerical standards is the responsibility of regulatory agencies. CALFED has identified target
levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable in-stream levels of these
parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of specific actions. The
targets are based on published standards or objectives—either numeric or narrative—endorsed by regulatory
agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes, these targets
are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation of the Water
Quality Program. Where standards do not exist, or where more restrictive standards are required to meet a goal,
the standards may be proposed through a stakeholder process.

WQ 1.0.0-7

While reducing exports will increase water quality in some respects, it will not address the many pollutants that
are discharged to our surface waters from various industries and past practices within our state. CALFED has
proposed to address source control measures for many pollutant sources. Reducing exports would significantly
affect California’s economy as other responses to comments will point out.

WQ 1.0.0-8

The “report card” will be obtained and used as a reference for staff. CALFED has often referred to other works
in progress to maximize the benefit to environmental water quality. Leveraging efforts of others helps to
coordinate effort, prevents duplication of effort, and steers effort in the most effective directions.

WQ 1.0.0-9
Water quality in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta is affected by many factors. Without intervention, some of
the factors might not be addressed substantially or in a timely manner. Therefore CALFED is proposing to

address many forms of water quality degradation in order to protect the beneficial uses of the water in the Delta.
The WQPP describes, in various levels of detail, the projects that CALFED is proposing to improve water quality.
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1.2 Vision
wWQ 1.2-1

The ability to measure the effects of CALFED actions does depend on being able to establish initial conditions.
The Drinking Water Quality Constituents Work Group, comprised of technical representatives of stakeholder
organizations and CALFED staff, have been assigned the task of helping guide efforts to define baseline conditions
for drinking water quality. Data collected under the Information Collection Rule should help substantially in
defining conditions for contaminants of potential concern for future action. The product of the work team will
be provided to the Delta Drinking Water Council for evaluation and will serve as the basis for recommendations
to the Bay-Delta Advisory Council (BDAC) and CALFED management. CALFED plans to implement a
comprehensive monitoring and research program to establish water quality baseline conditions in all areas where
CALFED activities may produce water quality effects. Thorough assessments will be performed prior to
implementing actions.

WQ 1.2-2

Preventing water quality pollution at its source is an important element of a multi-barrier approach to protecting
the safety of drinking water supplies from the source to the tap. Seeking continuous improvement in source water
quality by eliminating sources of pollution on an ongoing and progressive basis therefore may be entirely
supportive of protecting public health—but cannot be an end in itself. Source water quality improvement is only
one element of a comprehensive drinking water protection strategy that should also include treatment and
alternative sources of supply. The CALFED strategy incorporates this concept. The Delta Drinking Water
Council will be asked to provide recommendations for all these areas in fulfilling its mission to advise CALFED
on the most appropriate means of assuring safe drinking water for consumers of water from the Delta. Some have
suggested that the name of the Council be changed to better reflect its broad role to protect the safety of drinking
water supplies taken from the Delta. The Council will be provided the opportunity to consider such suggestions
and to propose a name change for CALFED approval, as deemed appropriate by the Council.

WQ 1.2-3

CALFED is committed to achieving continuous improvement in the quality of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary
in order to minimize ecological, drinking water, and other water quality problems. As used by CALFED,
“continuous improvement” means a steady, step-wise trend of water quality improvement over the 30-year time
horizon of the Program. The WQPP identifies water quality objectives that are consistent with promoting a
healthy ecosystem in the Bay-Delta and its tributaries, and identifies types of actions that are likely to be helpful
in correcting water quality problems. The CALFED water quality objectives to protect ecosystem beneficial uses
were derived through state and federal regulatory processes in which the public has been involved. Key water
quality criteria for CALFED will continue to be developed in a broad, scientifically based, public setting with the

involvement of the appropriate regulatory agencies, as opposed to more narrowly constituted local decision-
making venues.

WQ 1.2-4

The WQPP envisions investment in advanced treatment methods, along with source control and alternative
sources of supply as approaches to protecting the health of persons consuming water from the Delta. The level
of investment in these activities will depend on available resources and on how these investments are apportioned
among the various alternatives. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are the primary forums
through which stakeholders can affect these determinations. The CALFED water quality objectives for ecosystem
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beneficial uses have been primarily derived from water quality criteria established by regulatory agencies that are
intended to be sufficiently stringent to fully protect ecological resources. These criteria are evolving as new
scientific findings are made and regulatory standards are revised. CALFED will continue to adopt established
water quality criteria asappropriate to maintain the highest goals for protecting ecosystem functions and the safety
of drinking water supplies taken from the Delta.

WQ 1.2-5

The WQPP includes substantial actions to reduce nonpoint sources of pollution, such as urban stormwater runoff
and agricultural drainage. These actions are intended to significantly reduce water quality degradation from such
agents as MTBE, petroleum products, toxic metals, animal wastes, and pesticides.

WQ 1.2-6

The goal of the Water Quality Program is continuous improvement, not just maintaining the status quo. The
source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continual improvement in the quality of these waters as the actions proceed, compared to the situation
that would exist in the absence of the program. Depending on what new disinfection and DBP regulations are
adopted, and depending on the success of new treatment technologies and CALFED source control actions, it is
conceivable that treating Delta waters to affordably produce safe drinking water could prove difficult or impossible
in the future in the absence of physical changes to the system. Whether this situation will occur cannot be
predicted at present. For that reason, CALFED intends to apply the principles of adaptive management to take
step-wise actions toward the overall goal of providing good quality water for all uses, including drinking water
supply. The Delta Drinking Water Council is the primary stakeholder venue through which this adaptive process
for drinking water improvement will occur. The Council will be asked to assess the success of water quality
improvement actions and to recommend further actions as necessary to adequately address water quality needs.

WQ 1.2-7

Various sources supply drinking water to communities in the Bay-Delta area, with significant variation in water
quality. The CALFED Program is intended to apply to all municipal users of Delta waters. Accordingly, local
communities experiencing water quality problems will be eligible to apply for funding to improve source water
quality, develop alternate sources of supply, or upgrade treatment plant processes. CALFED recognizes that safe

and palatable drinking water should be available to all users of Delta waters and is committed to helping achieve
this end.

WQ 1.2-8

The Water Quality Program includes actions to address the known water problems of the Bay-Delta estuary.
Elements of the program address low dissolved oxygen (DO), drinking water quality, mercury, pesticides, salinity,
selenium and other trace elements, turbidity and sedimentation, and toxicity of unknown origin. Actions planned
to address these problems are linked, in recognition that all beneficial uses of Delta waters must be improved
together if ecosystem, agricultural, recreational, and municipal water supply interests are to be fully addressed.
The Water Quality Program, in turn, is linked to the Water Use Efficiency element of the CALFED Program,
which can provide additional water quality benefits through water conservation and water recycling projects.
Water quality and water use efficiency actions will be implemented, and their success will be evaluated well in
advance of decisions to create additional storage and/or conveyance facilities.
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WQ 1.2-9

There are a number of successful examples of agricultural operations that are geared to minimize negative impacts
on the ecosystem while providing positive ecological benefits such as habitat. Alternative pest management
programs, for example, can reduce toxicity in the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary and can be considered eligible
for CALFED participation. Other activities, such as reduction of soil erosion and sediment runoff, will generate
benefits to the Bay-Delta estuary and may also be eligible for CALFED participation. As a stakeholder-driven
process, CALFED places a high priority on developing working partnerships with local interests, such as growers
and local environmental and watershed protection groups. This priority is reflected in the guidelines through
which projects are selected for CALFED participation.

WQ 1.2-10

The source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continual improvement in the quality of these waters as the actions proceed, compared to the situation
that would exist in the absence of the Program. Ongoing assessments will be made of the results. Through its
adaptive management process, CALFED will identify the need for additional actions, including evaluation of
storage and conveyance options, to achieve its long-term water quality objectives. Adaptive management will be
accomplished through ongoing participation of interested stakeholders through the Delta Drinking Water Council
and technical teams of CALFED staff and stakeholders that will support the Council.

Among the first tasks the Council will be asked to perform is to consider whether interim and/or long-term
objectives for salinity should be established and to formulate recommendations for CALFED Policy Group
approval.

CALFED has public health protection as its primary drinking water goal. Meeting current and future drinking
water standards, and exceeding these standards where feasible, is the mechanism through which public health
protection will be assured. This goal will be met through cooperative efforts among agencies supplying drinking
water and CALFED to implement measures that will protect the quality of Delta drinking water sources, provide
alternate source waters, and upgrade treatment as required.

WQ 1.2-11

CALFED’s long-term water quality objectives for drinking water include a total organic carbon (TOC)
concentration of 3.0 mg/L and a bromide level of 50 pg/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection to
be provided by a cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. This
objective was established to meet the CALFED commitment of providing safe drinking water to users of Delta
supplies. It is true that some CALFED actions, such as ecosystem restoration projects involving wetland creation,
could result in negative impacts on Delta water quality if the impacts were left unmitigated. However, as one of
its solution principles, CALFED is committed to avoid significant redirected impacts of its actions. During the
implementation phase of the Program, water quality impacts must be identified, quantified, and documented.
Pilot-scale testing will be required to verify performance predictions, and water quality impacts must be mitigated
to less than significant as a condition of project implementation.

WQ 1.2-12
CALFED is committed to providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, including drinking water.
Maintaining, protecting, and improving good quality drinking water sources is a key element of the Water Quality

Program, as is reflected in the source prevention and source control actions that are planned under the program.
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Together with actions geared toward source replacement and advanced treatment, CALFED source protection
actions will help to ensure that drinking water providers will be capable of producing water that meets current
and future public health protection standards.

1.3 Geographic Scope

WQ 1.3.0-1

The geographic scope is defined in Section 1.3 in the WQPP. The scope of the problem and solution area
incorporate areas that may contribute to the problem and are therefore a part of the solution area, considering
source control. In the case of exported water, the solution area is extended to the areas where water is delivered,
in consideration of end-of-pipe treatment techniques. The CALFED Program is a cooperative, inter-agency effort
of 15 state and federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta that was formed
to address the tangle of complex issues that surrounds the Delta. The CALFED Program is a collaborative effort
including representatives of agricultural, urban, environmental, fishery, business, and rural counties who have
contributed to the process. The BDAC, a 34-member federally chartered citizens’ advisory committee, provides
formal comment and advice to the agencies during regularly scheduled public meetings. In addition, the CALFED
process has included members of the public in development of every Program component from ecosystem
restoration to financing. Stakeholders participating in the CALFED process have identified significant concerns
about virtually every component in the Program. CALFED has encouraged and solicited members of the public
to review the material throughout development of the Program.

CALFED does not seek authority above any state or federal agency. Each participating agency bears its respective
authorities and responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate
the collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities-and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to
better address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

WQ 1.3.0-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED is not attempting
to change area of origin water rights regulation (see common response 13).

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specificactions. Thetargets are based on published standards or objectives—either numeric or narrative—endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
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these targets are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program.

The total maximum daily load (TMDL) process, involving the EPA and the State and Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCBs), is an example of a separate regulatory activity that can influence CALFED Program
objectives. CALFED recommends that interested parties become involved with these regulatory processes, as
public involvement is incorporated into these processes.

1.4  Water Quality Program Actions
WQ 1.4.0-1

Impacts from urbanization, industrialization, and agriculture have caused and continue to cause significant
degradation of the water quality in the Bay-Delta, which is now listed as an Impaired Water Body. The Water
Quality Program proposes to improve the water quality throughout the Delta and its tributaries through an
extensive list of projects. We have active projects and proposed projects to reduce pesticide impacts, reduce heavy
metals, eliminate toxicity in Bay-Delta waters, eliminate low DO conditions, reduce sediment and nutrient loading,
reduce selenium and salinity loading, and improve drinking water quality through source control and improved
treatment technology. Elimination or reduction of any industry is proposed as a final source control measure
when other measures fail to achieve the goals of the program.

WQ 1.4.0-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specificactions. The targets are based on published standards or objectives—either numeric or narrative—endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program.

WQ 1.4.0-3

While regulatory efforts are a part of the overall CALFED strategy, incentive-based efforts also play significant
roles. The state’s Nonpoint Source (NPS) Program uses a three-tiered approach: (1) self-determined
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implementation of management measures, (2) regulatory-based incentives to implement management practices,
and (3) effluent limitations and enforcement actions. The NPS Program recognizes that many NPS problems are
best addressed through the self-determined cooperation of stakeholders. However, persistent NPS water quality
problems that are not effectively resolved through self-determined actions will be addressed through regulatory
programs and authorities. CALFED endorses the state’s NPS Program and encourages its implementation, as well
as other actions to augment its effectiveness. In some areas, studies are required to determine the most cost-
effective method of solution prior to endorsement of an implementation program that includes these methods.
Failure to identify cost-effective solutions would result in limited application of the solution.

WQ 1.4.0-4

CALFED is participating with regulatory agencies in the development of TMDLs and the implementation plans
associated with the TMDLs. The implementation plans will contain measures by which the TMDL can be
incorporated into the industry responsible for a portion of the pollutant reduction. CALFED is not a regulatory
agency and does not assume regulatory authority to develop a TMDL. CALFED participates in gathering source
identification information and environmental fate data, and investigating source control measures. Schedules for
adopting TMDLs and associated source control measures are negotiated with CALFED regulatory agencies.

WQ 1.4.0-5

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED actions in no way
usurp the authorities of any regulatory or planning agency.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specificactions. Thetargets are based on published standards or objectives—either numeric or narrative—endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program.

WQ 1.4.0-6

CALFED is committed to working with stakeholders in order to develop the most reasonable approaches to
problem solution as possible. While source control is a component of the strategy, CALFED is not limited to this
solution. Where appropriate, CALFED will recommend consortium solutions that may include regional
watershed efforts, pollutant trading, and public education.
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WQ 1.4.0-7

Thank you for the contact names. We have worked with some of the contacts you suggest. The RWQCB and
the San Francisco Bay Institute have been active in the CALFED process. We will add the remainder of the names
to our contact list, and we will send them invitations to participate in stakeholder meetings.

WQ 1.4.0-8

CALFED is producing separate efforts at resolving different water quality problems within the San Joaquin River.
The WQPP has addressed each of those problems in its separate chapters, on a programmatic level. More specific
actions will be developed with stakeholder groups for individual impairment issues.

WQ 1.4.0-9

Proponents of the new developments will need to meet environmental compliance to prevent degradation of
surface waters, among other requirements. CALFED will participate with local agencies to develop and
implement management practices that will prevent degradation of surface water from existing and proposed
developments. CALFED has already funded some research in pesticide reduction in urban streams.

WQ 1.4.0-10

Typically, water use efficiency measures would reduce the dilution of wastewater coming from homes and industry
by small amounts. The net effect is similar to an aggressive inflow and infiltration correction project. The reduced
hydraulic load would not affect how well the wastewater is treated. In this case, there should be no change in
treatment system, either operation or facility. Changing the standard to which the wastewater is treated to meet
a newly imposed standard is a different situation. The question becomes who will benefit from the changes and
who is imposing the changes. The imposition of changes from entities other than CALFED should be negotiated
with those agencies. CALFED is not a regulatory agency and proposes to make changes through incentives.
Participation in the Program is on a voluntary basis.

WQ 1.4.0-11

Much of the changes proposed for the south Delta include permanent, operable barriers to capture water brought
in with natural tidal fluctuations. Construction of barriers as a specific project of the CALFED Program will
require a project-specific EIS/EIR to be completed before any of the proposed permanent, operable barriers could
be built. In this environmental document, the effects of the barriers and the proposed mitigation will need to be
spelled out. Individual effects of the project, as well as cumulative effects of the Program, will be studied to
determine impacts. If the City of Tracy’s discharge requirements are affected, mitigation must be proposed. Your
comment has been brought to the attention of the work groups responsible for addressing the barriers.

WQ 1.4.0-12

Change from natural lands or even range lands to urban or industrial land uses has the potential to increase waste
loads, from point or nonpoint sources. In many of the urban areas in California, increases are noted in the
nonpoint discharge of pesticides, trace metals, nutrients, and turbidity. In the event that urban growth produces
such increases, CALFED proposes development and implementation of control programs. These programs are
intended to assist agencies that may be required to meet stormwater regulations. Information gathered through
such a program may assist municipalities in selecting cost-effective, reasonable solutions to national regulatory
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programs. Implementation of the control programs is seen as voluntary or incentive based. CALFED is not a
regulatory agency and does not seek to change state or federal regulatory authority.

WQ 1.4.0-13

Pollutant sources are described in more detail in the WQPP. In some cases, it is difficult to sort out the natural
and anthropogenic sources of a pollutant. This is true for salinity, turbidity, and other constituents that cause
depletion of DO in the San Joaquin River. Further research is being conducted on identifying these sources. It
is expected that work will proceed on reducing the effects of these pollutants on the river and uses of the water.

1.4.2 Background
WQ 1.4.2-1

Sufficient data do not exist to enable a complete determination of the effects of imported irrigation supplies on
the quality of the San Joaquin River. Based on flow and electrical conductivity (specific conductance)
measurements at the intake of the Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) and on the San Joaquin River near Vernalis, a
preliminary estimate is that about 80 percent of the salt load at Vernalis could be accounted for by the salt load
entering the DMC, during the period of January 1990 through September 1996. Because this amount was
estimated using limited data collected during an unusually dry period, the estimate may not represent normal
conditions; however, it seems clear that a substantial portion of the salt load in the San Joaquin River comes from
salt in the imported water.

WQ 1.4.2-2

The table has been corrected to indicate low DO, rather than dissolved solids. Mercury in the San Joaquin River
is not checked on the table because (1) mercury in the San Joaquin River is not among the list of constituents
impairing the quality of San Joaquin River water and the service areas, and (2) no actions to address mercury in
the San Joaquin River are currently planned in these areas.

WQ 1.4.2-3

Water quality problems associated with these parameters have been identified by the State in accordance with the
federal Clean Water Act (CWA). The Program used existing information from the CWA Section 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies for California to identify the locations of beneficial use impairments associated with
parameters of concern. The Section 303(d) list identifies water bodies with impaired beneficial uses, the parameters
of concern within each water body that are thought to be responsible for the impairment, and the likely sources
of the parameters of concern. Appendix B in the WQPP contains a list of the impaired water bodies within the
Water Quality Program’s geographic focus that were identified by the State in 1998, in accordance with the CWA
Section 303(d). In May 1999, EPA made changes to the list that have been incorporated into Appendix B in the
WQPP. A list of other documents used to support development of project actions and some drinking water
impairment description have been included in Appendix F in the WQPP.

WQ 1.4.2-4

The concern about habitat restoration in areas with known high concentrations of methyl mercury has been
brought to the attention of the Ecosystem Restoration Program and its stakeholders. The Ecosystem Restoration
Program has multiple studies in development to address this and other issues related to mercury. To date, no
habitat has been constructed in zones that have been shown to be high in methyl mercury. Corrective actions

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-10 Response to Comments, Volume II



to remove some mercury are proposed in the first few years of the program. Other studies are proposed to address
concerns over toxicity and biological impacts of several contaminants of concern.

1.5  Pre-Feasibility Analysis
wQ 1.5-2

The goal of the CALFED Program is to reduce conflicts over water supply reliability, water supply system
integrity, water quality, and ecosystem health in the Bay-Delta estuary. Program plans in each of these areas
provide a blueprint for actions that will reduce conflict in the system. It is true that the CALFED Program will
not resolve all problems associated with quantity, quality, and reliability of water supplies throughout
California—especially as the population of the state continues to grow rapidly. The CALFED Program is intended
to improve the quality of municipal water supplies taken from the Delta to the extent consistent with ecosystem,
agricultural, recreational, and other uses of Delta waters. Because the Program will fall short of solving all
drinking water quality problems, it probably will not result in solutions that eliminate the need for any future
investments on the part of drinking water utilities to continue protecting public health.

21 Summary

WQ 2.1.0-1
The San Joaquin River experiences dissolved oxygen depression (low DO) in late summer and early fall each year.
The DO problem is significant and 1s believed to cause a blockage to migrating salmon. The parties assembled to
work on the problem have limited budgets. Therefore, CALFED identified the low DO situation in the San
Joaquin River as a significant need and has awarded a grant for source identification. CALFED is working closely

with the stakeholders involved in solving the problem

2.2 Problem Statement

WQ 2.2.0-1

The sentence is supposed to read: “Low DO impairs or blocks fish migration; kills aquatic organisms, including
fish; creates odors; and impairs fish reproduction and juvenile rearing.” The change has been made in Section 2.2

in the WQPP.

WQ 2.2.0-2

The citation is The Central Valley RWQCB Control Board, Water Quality Control Plan, 4% Edition, dated
September 1, 1998.

WQ 2.2-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.
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2.4.1 Problem Description
WQ 2.4.1-1

CALFED acknowledges the investments already made by various agencies to resolve problems associated with
reduced DO in the lower San Joaquin River. CALFED is committed to continuing support of the San Joaquin
River Dissolved Oxygen Steering Committee in development of a TMDL for DO in the river. CALFED also
acknowledges that the causes of the DO problem are complex and that no single action is likely to solve the
problem. The WQPP has been revised to make this point more accurately. CALFED welcomes stakeholder
participation in developing a more complete understanding of the problems and their solutions, which may include
combinations of source control, flow enhancement, redirection of flows, and other approaches. CALFED is
pleased to participate in working groups such as the Dissolved Oxygen Steering Committee and the committee
planning for a barrier at the head of Old River. The participation of interested parties is welcomed by CALFED.

WQ 2.4.1-2

CALFED has performed extensive mathematical modeling to predict the water quality consequences of the
CALFED Program, and continues performing this work, with extensive stakeholder involvement, as the Program
evolves and additional project detail is developed. The results of completed work are publicly available, and will
continue to be made available. Stakeholders will continue to be invited to public workshops and other venues
through which they may participate in these developments. If the publicly available information is inadequate
to answer technical questions, stakeholders are encouraged to contact the responsible CALFED Program Manager.
The CALFED internet site (http://calfed.ca.gov/) contains results of completed studies and lists contact
information for Program staff.

WQ 2.4.1-3

It is true that low DO conditions are a seasonal problem in some portions of the Delta. Presently, it is believed
that the cause for the dramatic shift from acceptable levels of oxygen in the San Joaquin River to very low levels
is a number of inter-related factors, including high nutrient loads from multiple sources along the San Joaquin
River, algal growth and respiration, channel flows, tides, and channel geometry. Stagnation of flow in the vicinity
of Stockton due to the combined effects of tides, low flow, and a sudden expansion of the river channel cross
section where it meets the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel exacerbate the effects of poor water quality on DO.
When the temporary barriers in the south Delta are closed (head of Old River and/or three agricultural supply
barriers) more flow is shunted down the San Joaquin River. The increased flow improves DO levels in the lower
San Joaquin River during low-flow periods. A project-specific EIS/EIR will be completed before any of the
proposed permanent operable barriers could be built. In this environmental document, the effects of the
permanent operable barriers and the proposed mitigation will need to be spelled out. Your comment has been
brought to the attention of the work groups responsible for addressing the barriers.

WQ 2.4.1-4

CALFED is participating in the process by providing funding for source identification and cause determination,
funding facilitation for technical group meetings, and participating in steering committee meetings. CALFED is
participaung as a technical and funding partner. CALFED does not drive any of the decision making. If the
activities of the steering committee were to depart from credible fact-finding and implementation methods,
CALFED staff would not recommend further funding.
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WQ 2.4.1-5
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP. The tributaries referred to in this paragraph are the
tributaries mentioned earlier, Little Johns Creek, Lone Tree Creek, and Temple Creek. These are predominantly
urban drainage creeks that receive urban irrigation water and storm flow. A representative of the DeltaKeeper
organization has stated that these creeks (and perhaps other as well) have very low DO during various times of
the year. The oxygen-depleted water entering the river from these tributaries would exacerbate the current low
DO conditions.
2.4.2 Approach to Solution
WQ 2.4.2-1

Section 2.4.2 in the WQPP has been modified under “San Joaquin River near Stockton” to include the most recent
information on the progress of the study.

2.5.1 Problem Description
WQ 2.5.1-1

CALFED is not yet participating in the process. The role of CALFED will remain the same as described in
response WQ 2.4.1-2.

2.6.1 Problem Description
WQ 2.6.1-1

CALFED is not yet participating in the process. The role of CALFED will remain the same as described in
response WQ 2.4.1-2.

2.7.1 Problem Description

WQ 2.7.1-1
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.
2.7.2  Approach to Solution

WQ 2.7.2-1
CALFED has invested in a stakeholder group to solve the low DO problem in the San Joaquin River. The group
was formed by the RWQCB to prepare a TMDL for constituents that cause the low DO conditions in the river.

CALFED has been supportive of the process and intends to coordinate with the RWQCB in devloping the
implementation plan for the TMDL.

WQ 2.7.2-2

DO is an essential part of aquatic ecosystems. DO in the San Joaquin River has experienced significant depressions
over the years. CALFED has invested in a stakeholder group to solve the low DO problem in the San Joaquin
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River. The group was formed by the RWQCB to prepare a TMDL for constituents that cause the low DO
conditions in the river. CALFED has been supportive of the process and intends to coordinate with the RWQCB
in the development of the implementation plan for the TMDL. While flow plays a role in increasing the DO in
the San Joaquin River, 1t is suspected that flow is not the sole cause. As is the case in salinity, more flow in the
river reduces the in-stream problem but does little to correct the actual cause of the problem. Use of barriers and
purchase of water for this purpose may result in significant adverse impacts on other parties. The stakeholder
group and CALFED are committed to finding sources and causes, after which a corrective action plan will be
proposed.

WQ 2.7.2-3

The sentence under “Existing Activities” in Section 2.7.2 in the WQPP inaccurately characterizes the Tuolumne
River Technical Advisory Committee work. This sentence has been revised in the WQPP as follows:

“The Tuolumne River Technical Advisory Committee currently is funding work using a field technique that
measures inter-substrate permeability.”

3. Drinking Water
WQ 3.0-1

Source control is a key element in CALFED’s water quality improvement strategy. Specific pollution prevention
actions can be found in Table 3 (“Early Implementation Actions”) and Table 4 (“Stage 1 Actions”) in
the June 1999 WQPP. The Implementation Plan contains similar information. Also see response WQ 12.0.

An evaluation of existing data by a group of technical specialists identified 26 parameters of concern (see
Table 5.3.1 on page 5.3-10 in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR). Dioxin was not considered a parameter
of concern.

Both have been addressed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and in the WQPP. Also see common response 14.

The Water Quality Program will reduce the discharge of contaminants to waterways in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River watersheds, which will reduce the concentration of contaminants at the drinking water pumps. An
improvement at the pumps will result in an improvement at the tap. To provide safe water at the consumer’s tap,
water agencies obtain source water of varying quality and then treat it as necessary to meet drinking water
standards. Because the Delta is not a pristine source, water drawn from the Delta currently is treated, and always
will need to be treated, before it is supplied to consumers. The value of the Water Quality Program is that it may
reduce the mass of contaminants that must be removed at the treatment plant. Also see response WQ 12.0. Also
see common response 9.

CALFED has no authority to establish water quality criteria or standards and must rely on entities with regulatory
authority to establish and update water quality objectives that will protect ecosystem and other beneficial uses.
The water quality objectives adopted by CALFED have been developed with appropriate public participation by
those agencies with the necessary statutory responsibility. As these criteria and standards evolve through public
processes, CALFED will modify its water quality objectives to be consistent with legally established criteria.

Providing incentive to stop irrigation of land that would leach pollutants is one management measure. In the case
of marginal lands that are a source of selenium due to irrigation, CALFED plans to conduct pilot studies of
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integrated on-farm management of selenium to develop and implement better source control management
measures (see paragraph 2, page 12-5 in the June 1999 WQPP). Also see response WQ 12.0.

WwQ 3.0-2
Please see common response 16.

WQ 3.0-3
Please see common response 15.

WQ 3.0-4
Please see common response 9.

WQ 3.0-5
Please see common responses 8 and 15.

WQ 3.06
Please see common response 15.

WQ 3.0-7

The Preferred Program Alternative will improve the quality of water supplied to the State Water Project (SWP);
therefore, no adverse impacts will result to groundwater bodies recharged with water from the SWP.

WQ 3.0-8

The Preferred Program Alternative will improve the quality of water supplied to the SWP; therefore, no adverse
impacts will result to water conservation or water recycling programs.

WQ.3.0-9

The Programmatic EIS/EIR acknowledges that the Ecosystem Restoration Program may result in an increase in
dissolved organic carbon (DOC) concentrations in Delta waters. It is expected, however, that the water quality
improvements resulting from the conveyance element of the Preferred Program Alternative will more than offset
any increase in DOC attributable to the Ecosystem Restoration Program. The conveyance improvements are
also expected to reduce bromide concentrations at the export pumps.
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3.1 Summary
WQ 3.1-1
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.1-2

» K«

The terms “salts,” “salinity,” and “dissolved salts” were frequently used in preference to the more technically
correct “dissolved solids” to enhance readability for persons who are unfamiliar with water quality terminology

and would not understand the connection of salts to dissolved solids.
3.2 Drinking Water Focus of the Water Quality Program
WQ 3.2-1

The CALFED drinking water objective is to protect the health of consumers by pursuing measures such as source
control, alternate source waters, and treatment. To fully protect public health, the water must be safe to drink
when it arrives at the taps of consumers. Accordingly, actions that may affect all parts of the system from source
waters, through treatment, to delivery of finished drinking water to consumers, is within the identified scope of
the CALFED Program. The appropriate division of investments among the various approaches must be
determined with the involvement of the stakeholders. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are
venues through which public involvement is enabled. CALFED welcomes all interested parties to participate in

helping to determine the most appropriate emphases for correcting drinking water problems assoctated with Delta
waters.

WQ 3.2-2

Depending on what new disinfection and DBP regulations are adopted, and depending on the success of new
treatment technologies and CALFED source control actions, it is conceivable that treating Delta waters to
affordably produce safe drinking water could prove difficult or impossible in the future in the absence of physical
changes to the system. Whether this situation will occur cannot be predicted at present. For that reason,
CALFED intends to apply the principles of adaptive management to take step-wise actions toward the overall goal
of providing good quality water for all uses, including drinking water supply. The Delta Drinking Water Council
1s the primary stakeholder-driven venue through which this adaptive process for drinking water improvement
will occur. In the event that safe drinking water could not be affordably produced through other source control
and treatment options, the scope of the CALFED Program allows for consideration of facilities to bring about
the necessary improvements.

wWQ 3.2-3
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP to clarify that the Section 303(d) list is directed at

constituents of ecological importance and does not include all drinking water contaminants of concern. The
WQPP uses the Section 303(d) list that was published in 1998 and updated in 1999.

WQ 3.2-4

CALFED recognizes that the willingness of urban water suppliers to contribute to Delta solutions depends on
the ability of the CALFED Program to provide water quality and water supply reliability benefits to these
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agencies. Consistent with the principle that beneficiaries pay, CALFED intends to provide benefits to the urban
water agencies that will increase their willingness to contribute to solving the problems and enable investments
to be made to the maximum benefit of the Bay-Delta system.

3.3  Problem Statement
WQ 3.3-1
The recommended change has been made in the WQPP.
3.4  Objective
WQ 3.4.0-1

CALFED proposes to provide good quality water through improving source water quality and other means.
Other methods for drinking water improvement might include treatment technologies. Referencesto continuous
improvement is directed toward drinking water deliveries. The drinking water considerations have been separated
from the ecosystem water quality actions to establish the prominence of drinking water issues and integrate
ecosystem water quality issues with other ecosystem actions. Studies are necessary to determine the degree to
which activities can contribute to the solution.

WQ 3.4.0-2

Stakeholders have recommended establishment of intermediate water quality milestones for salinity in water
diverted from the Delta. Values of 220 mg/L and 150 mg/L total dissolved solids (TDS) have been recommended
as salinity targets. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for a salinity target and
may recommend that a target be established by the CALFED Policy Group. The Delta Drinking Water Council
also will be asked to consider the need for a dedicated Water Quality Account to fund drinking water actions.
The Council may recommend to the CALFED Policy Group that such an account be established.

WQ 3.4.0-3

The goal of the Water Quality Program is to provide good-quality water for environmental, agricultural, drinking
water, industrial, and recreational beneficial uses of water. Reducing bromide and TOC levels in export water
would fall under the drinking water category. While many programmatic actions are recommended in upstream
portions of the watershed, not all of these actions are meant to address drinking water quality issues, as your
comment suggests. Many environmental and agricultural water quality issues will be addressed in upstream areas
in the watershed. Actions to reduce bromide and TOC are largely concentrated within the Delta.

3.5.1 Pathogens
WQ 3.5.1-1
Although existing data suggest that pathogen levels in Delta waters may be relatively low in some circumstances,

the available data are very limited, and serious technical weaknesses exist in the methodology that was used to
analyze the samples. The statement has been deleted from the WQPP.
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3.5.2 Disinfection By-Products
WQ 3.5.2-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP, except the statements about a possible Stage 3, which
is too speculative.

WQ 3.5.2-2

While chlorine is known to produce unwanted, and potentially harmful, chemical by-products when it is used for
disinfecting drinking water, chlorine is also known to be a very effective agent for protecting against waterborne
disease. Newer technologies, such as ozone and ultrafiltration, hold significant promise for improving the safety
of drinking water both by improving the quality of disinfection and by reducing production of unwanted chemical
by-products. Unfortunately, however, no ideal solution has been developed. While ozone is a strong disinfectant
and reduces some types of chemical by-product formation, it also produces chemical by-products—some of which
may prove to be at least as harmful as those produced by chlorine. Ultrafiltration and nanofiltration are
technologies offering the theoretical possibility of removing harmful constituents while adding nothing, but the
technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of these techniques have not yet been fully demonstrated. Because of
the need to further develop other technologies, it is not yet feasible to discontinue the use of chlorine. Despite
the problems associated with chlorine, it has been used with relative safety since the turn of the last century and
has prevented countless cases of disease. No other disinfection technique has been as well demonstrated.

WQ 3.5.2:3

The WQPP has been changed to clarify this point.

WQ 3.5.2-4
The recommended change has been incorporated into the WQPP.
3.5.3 Treatment Control of Disinfection By-Products

WQ 3.5.3-1
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.5.3-2
The recommended changes have been incorporated into the WQPP.
3.5.4 Source Control of Disinfection By-Products

WQ 3.5.4-1

At the current programmatic level of detail, it is not yet clear how all of the various ecosystem restoration actions
will be financed. Until specific project plans (including financing plans) can be formulated, it will not be possible
to answer all questions concerning funding for mitigation measures. Notwithstanding the present inability to
specify how mitigation would be funded, CALFED is committed to adequate investigation of potential negative
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impacts of ecosystem restoration measures and to full mitigation of any such impacts as a condition of projects
moving forward to implementation.

WQ 3.5.4-2

CALFED ecosystem restoration actions may have the potential for degrading water quality, at least over the near
term. The pilot-scale testing, monitoring, and assessment that will accompany each of these actions will determine
whether any negative water quality impacts are occurring. If this should prove to be the case, mitigation measures
will be employed to reduce the impact to aless-than-significant level. Potential mitigation measures might include
actions such as impounding water to reduce impacts of turbidity and treatment of discharges to remove metals,
organic carbon, and other undesirable constituents.

Wetlands has been added to the sources of organic matter identified on page 3-9 in the June 1999 WQPP.
WQ 3.5.4-3

Implementation of Ecosystem Restoration Program actions has the potential to change land and water use
patterns. The program also could potentially cause impacts such as increased evaporation and increased salinity
levels in some areas and at some times and, possibly, some alteration in the ability to control salinity intrusion
from the ocean. At the current programmatic level of detail, it is not yet possible to define CALFED ecosystem
restoration projects with sufficient clarity to enable a quantitative analysis of salinity effects. Through its adaptive
management process, CALFED will develop and apply analytical tools, such as mathematical modeling, to
thoroughly assess projects as they are developed, to prepare the necessary environmental impact documentation,
and to implement appropriate mitigation measures as a condition of going forward with projects. Examples of
possible mitigation measures might include funding alternative water sources and funding treatment and/or
prevention measures to reduce water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level.

WQ 3.5.4-4

CALFED is committed to achieving continuous improvement in the quality of the waters of the Bay-Delta
estuary in order to minimize ecological, drinking water, and other water quality problems. Asused by CALFED,
“continuous improvement” means a steady, step-wise trend of water quality improvement over the 30-year time
horizon of the Program. Although short-term fluctuations in water quality will be taken into account in project
planning and will be avoided where possible, it is not feasible to guarantee that no water quality parameter will
be temporarily reduced in quality, as such reductions may prove a necessary sacrifice to secure larger and longer
term water quality benefits.

WQ 3.5.4-5

An improvement in water quality at water supply diversions is one of the goals of the CALFED Program. As
noted in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative would improve water
quality in the Delta, including at the water supply intakes. The improved flow of good-quality water across the
Delta from the Sacramento River would be expected to reduce the DOC content of water withdrawn at the
intakes. The improvement in DOC content may be supplemented or offset by an alteration in DOC
concentration as a consequence of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. (It is not yet known if conversion of
irrigated agriculture to wetlands in the Delta will increase or decrease DOC concentrations.)

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-19 Response to Comments, Volume II



WQ 3.5.4-6

The Preferred Program Alternative is expected to lower the salinity of water at the south Delta export pumps
relative to the No Action Alternative. It is expected that the bromine concentration would also be reduced at that
location.

3.5.5 Total Dissolved Solids, Salinity, Turbidity, and Nutrients

WQ 3.5.5-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.
WQ 3.5.5-2

Stage 1 actions to improve water quality rely primarily on source controls. The CALFED Preferred Program
Alternative indicates that if the Stage 1 actions do not achieve drinking water goals, a screened diversion facility
on the Sacramento River would be built—provided fishery concerns can be satisfactorily addressed.

WQ 3.5.5-3
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

3.6 Approach to Solution
WQ 3.6-1

The June 1999 WQPP listed Stage 1A (“Early Implementation Actions”) and Stage 1 actions in Tables 3 and 4,
respectively, along with proposed schedules for completion. These lists were consistent with the water quality
actions listed in the Phase I Report and, with minor exceptions, those in the Implementation Plan. The identified
discrepancies have been corrected in the Implementation Plan. Tables 3 and 4 have been deleted from the WQPP.

WQ 3.6-2

The Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish an overall framework within which detailed project planning
and implementation will go forward. It is therefore appropriate and necessary that such a level of detail is lacking
from the programmatic document. CALFED is committed to the principle of continuous improvement in the
water quality of the Bay-Delta estuary until these waters are of good quality to support all beneficial uses, including
drinking water supply. CALFED is also committed to ongoing stakeholder involvement in planning and
implementing effective water quality improvement actions. CALFED has recently formed a Delta Drinking
Water Council comprised of interested stakeholders including suppliers of drinking water taken from the Delta.
The Council, supported by a committee of stakeholder technical experts and by independent scientists as needed,
will advise CALFED management on implementation of effective drinking water quality actions. The scope of
planned drinking water quality actions is by no means limited to source control, although some source control
actions were given high priority for implementation because they could be rapidly implemented, because
implementation costs can be lower than for more complex actions, and because they are expected to produce
measurable results in terms of reduced loadings of constituents.

Currently proposed CALFED source control actions are likely to be somewhat limited in their capacity to
improve Delta water quality. On the other hand, safe drinking water is presently being produced from the Delta,
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as defined by current ability to meet drinking water standards. If drinking water regulations were to remain
unchanged, it is probable that safe drinking water could continue to be produced from the Delta, even without
CALFED actions. It is not yet clear what level of source water quality improvement will be necessary to meet
CALFED drinking water quality goals, as it cannot now be determined what future standards will need to be met,
or what the schedule for needed changes should be. If meeting these needs requires further actions, these are
within the scope of the Program. CALFED’s adaptive management approach is designed to be responsive to
changing needs and conditions, to arrive at solutions that fit future needs. Through its adaptive management
process, the Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for interim water quality milestones
and timetables for action.

WQ 3.6-3
Please see common responses 11 and 12.
WQ 3.6-4

Recent research findings have indicated that young animals are particularly prone to infection by the protozoan
pathogen Cryptosporidium and appear to shed large numbers of organisms into the environment. Adult animals,
by contrast, appear to be much less prone to shed Cryptosporidium. Further research on wild and domestic animals
as sources of pathogens may provide information that can be used to improve source water quality management
and is planned as part of the drinking water quality program. This work will be scoped and planned with the
assistance of stakeholders through the Delta Drinking Water Council and through the Water Quality Constituents
Workgroup, the stakeholder group who provide technical assistance to the Council. The participation of urban,
agricultural, and environmental stakeholders is welcomed.

WQ 3.65
o Text has been changed in the WQPP.
(1) See response WQ 3.6-1.
(i) See response WQ 12.7.5-2.

(iv)  Thetext was not meant to imply that the Municipal Water Quality Investigation MWQI) was conducting
all the studies listed. The text has been changed in the WQPP to identify the implementing organizations
with each study.

) Text has been added that includes a priority action to better manage dairies and other confined animal
feeding operations.

(vi)  Text has been changed; turbidity has been added to TOC as drinking water constituents of concern at the
North Bay Aqueduct (NBA). The Colusa-Tehama reference has been changed to “Tehama-Colusa.”

(vii)  Text has been changed in the Final WQPP.,
WQ 3.6-6

CALFED is committed to developing the drinking water quality program with the continuing assistance and
participation of stakeholders, particularly through the Delta Drinking Water Council and its technical support
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groups of stakeholders. Water quality actions have not yet been developed to the point of making an absolute
commitment to implementation in Stage 1A or Stage 1. Consequently, there is some lack of clarity as to the
difference between planned actions, identification of information needs, and assignment of priorities for action.
Work on developing the actions will proceed at a high pace, consistent with the need for continual involvement
of stakeholders. At the current programmatic level of detail, broad linkages among Program elements have been
identified, such as potential negative impacts of ecosystem restoration actions on drinking water quality. Itistrue
that linkages among Program elements must be specified in much greater detail; but it is also the case that much
of the needed specificity can occur only when detailed actions are planned during the implementation phase of
the Program.

3.6.1 Bay-Delta Region

WQ 3.6.1-1

As part of its implementation strategy, CALFED will conduct field evaluations and pilot-scale testing to evaluate
and quantify benefits from actions designed to reduce bromide and TOC prior to making large-scale investments.
Also, CALFED is developing analytical tools that enable prediction of the bromide and TOC consequences of
implementing CALFED actions. Asthis information is produced, it is being made publicly available. CALFED
extends its invitation for participation of interested technical experts in this ongoing analytical process.

WQ 3.6.1-2

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.
WQ 3.6.1-3

At the current programmatic level of analysis, the listed priority actions constitute concepts for further
investigation. At this stage of Program development, there has been no attempt to assess the feasibility or cost
effectiveness of the listed measures and, indeed, the list was developed to help direct resources toward further
needed investigations—including pilot studies. CALFED makes no commitment to attempt to implement any
measures that are proven by further investigation to be unworkable, nor does it have any regulatory authority that
would allow such measures to be imposed. From the outset, the CALFED Program has emphasized voluntary,
cooperative efforts to help reduce conflict in the Bay-Delta estuary system. CALFED welcomes the participation
of all stakeholders to identify areas for cooperation in evaluating technical and economic options for making
improvements.

WQ 3.6.1-4

The WQPP emphasizes salt problems in the San Joaquin River because the subject is well documented and because
salt from this source seriously affects the quality of Delta waters. Salt loadings to the Sacramento River are not
documented as well. Salt sources within the Delta, except for the Pacific Ocean, are also less well documented
than is the problem in the San Joaquin River watershed. The lack of detail in the WQPP concerning salt sources
in the Sacramento River and Delta does not imply a lower commitment to evaluating these sources and taking
corrective actions as warranted. One means of reducing salt loading to the Sacramento River will be through the
CALFED water quality action to reduce wastewater and stormwater sources of drinking water constituents of
concern.
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WQ 3.6.1-5

CALFED does not endorse any of the listed existing activities for water quality improvement but intends to
support them for further studies to the extent warranted. These activities are being conducted by other agencies
and stakeholder groups. CALFED makes no commitment to implement any of these measures until they are
proven to be feasible through the stakeholder process.

WQ 3.6.1-6

A treatment system for this proposed action has not been formally proposed. Any treatment system proposed
will be evaluated with a project-specific environmental document, which will address this issue. The object of the
treatment is to remove the TOC rather than the salt. Removing salts would require a significantly high level of
treatment. If salts are removed, mitigation measures must be recommended to prevent salt buildup on Delta
islands. Salt can be leached at advantageous times (this is already a practice on Delta islands), or filter reject
containing high salts can be disposed of in appropriate receiving waters under appropriate discharge permits.

WQ 3.6.1-7

The Stage 1A actions identified thus far can be augmented by other actions, depending on the availability of
resources and assignment of priorities for Water Quality Program actions. Stakeholder involvement has been, and
will continue to be, actively sought in the evolution of the Water Quality Program, including selection of projects
for high-priority implementation. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the technical teams supporting the
Council are primary avenues through which stakeholder assistance is invited.

3.6.2 Sacramento and American Rivers

WQ 3.6.2-1
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.6.2-3

Thank you for the resource and information. Prior to embarking on prioritizing this action, the work group will
be given this information. This information may save valuable time and resources.

WQ 3.6.2-4

The comment is based partially on the view that an isolated facility is required to meet target levels for bromide,
TOC, and salt in the export water from the Bay-Delta. Target levels being discussed have not been adopted by
a regulatory agency and therefore do not have the weight of regulation behind them. Furthermore, the proposal
for an isolated facility needs much more study and stakeholder approval before it is readied for construction. In
this process, Sacramento County and other affected communities will be included in the impact analysis. Any
redirected impacts identified in that process would be subject to mitigation measures. If at that time, additional
treatment systems would be required, above and beyond what is required without the project, costs for such
treatment would be borne as a project expense.

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-23 Response to Comments, Volume II



WQ 3.6.2-5

While, in concept, your suggestion to collect grey water in the Central Valley and transport it to a high-tech
treatment system in the Delta would work, it is likely highly impractical. Costs for separating sewage and grey
water, installing separate collection systems, buying right-of-way for transmission pipelines, siting and construction
of the treatment plant, and operations and maintenance would be prohibitively expensive. Some older
municipalities operate combined stormwater and sewage systems. For example, both Sacramento and San
Francisco have combined systems. These communities strive to separate the two systems and have been doing so
for several years. Costs of such endeavors prevent quick implementation. Further separation of sewage from grey
water also would be prohibited by cost, although cities like San Francisco and Sacramento have implemented
reclamation systems that produce similar effects. Reclamation of sewage for irrigation displaces fresh water that
would normally be used for irrigation purposes. In doing so, river flows and groundwater are not used to meet
water needs in the community. River flows remain for use in the environment and groundwater remains as a
reserve during drought periods. CALFED’s Water Use Efficiency Program is working on methods such as these
to maximize the benefit of procured water.

3.6.3 North Bay Aqueduct

WQ 3.6.3-1
The recommended change has been made in the WQPP.

3.6.4 South Bay Aqueduct
WQ 3.6.4-1

CALFED is committed to continued stakeholder involvement in developing plans to address the water quality
problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. Of particular importance is prioritizing actions for implementation. Stage 1A
and Stage 1 actions have been identified in a preliminary fashion, but considerable evolution of these plans remains
to be accomplished. The work in progress represented by Stage 1A and Stage 1 plans is subject to change,
consistent with the CALFED adaptive management philosophy, in conjunction with ongoing stakeholder support
and involvement. As a programmatic document, the CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish
the basic framework supporting detailed plans that will evolve with appropriate stakeholder input. Accordingly,
currently identified Stage 1A and Stage 1 actions reflect progress made to date and are incomplete. Linkages of
priority actions described in the WQPP and plans for Stage 1A and Stage 1 are not as yet fully formed, nor is the

exact sequence of water quality actions defined. Therefore, the information does not currently exist to enable the
WQPP to be amended to include this detail.

At the current programmatic level of analysis, the listed priority actions constitute concepts for further
investigation. At this stage of Program development, there has been no attempt to assess the feasibility or cost
effectiveness of the listed measures and, indeed, the list was developed to help direct resources toward further
needed investigations—including pilot studies. CALFED makes no commitment to attempt to implement any
measures that are proven by further investigation to be unworkable, nor does it have any regulatory authority that
would allow such measures to be imposed. From the outset, the CALFED Program has emphasized voluntary,
cooperative efforts to help reduce conflict in the Bay-Delta estuary system. CALFED welcomes the participation
of all stakeholders to identify areas for cooperation in evaluating technical and economic options for making
improvements. Existing programs and processes will be used to the extent that such processes are available.
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The service areas of the SWP are within the defined geographical scope of the CALFED solution area, meaning
that CALFED may undertake actions in these areas that would help to solve the problems of the Bay-Delta
estuary. Examples might include fostering water conservation and recycling programs in southern California, and
addressing problems that affect the quality of drinking water produced from the Delta source. Because multi-
purpose uses of Castaic Lake and Lake Silverwood, and activities in the watershed of these lakes can affect the
quality of drinking water supplies diverted from the Delta, water quality actions can be considered through the
CALFED Program that would help to resolve these problems.

3.6.6 Contra Costa Water District Intakes
WQ 3.6.6-1

The Phase II Report is intended to disclose the broad framework of the CALFED Program elements and to
describe how these elements contribute comprehensively to reducing conflictin the Bay-Delta system. To enhance
the readability and reduce the size of this overview document, the decision was made that Program detail would
be left to the Program documents, such as the WQPP and Implementation Plan. The lack of a specific
commitment in the Phase I Report does not change the commitment to action as specified in the WQPP and
Implementation Plan.

3.7  Capacity for Reducing Bromide and Organic Carbon Through Water Quality Program Actions
WQ 3.7-1

CALFED commissioned a panel of nationally recognized independent scientists to consider bromide and organic
carbon in relation to meeting CALFED’s objective of providing drinking water from the Delta that meets current
and future standards for protecting public health. This panel provided information that helped the CALFED
Policy Group in establishing the CALFED long-term water quality objective for a TOC concentration of
3.0 mg/L and a bromide level of 50 ng/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection, to be provided by a
cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. Recognized independent
scientists will continue to provide advice and guidance to the CALFED drinking water quality program as it
evolves. CALFED is committed to the concept of protecting public health, not necessarily to achieving specific
numeric objectives for water quality. CALFED will certainly not achieve the targets for TOC and bromide during
the first years of Program implementation and may never achieve these targets if source control, source
replacement, and treatment approaches are able to meet the primary objective of adequately protecting public
health. Evaluating the feasibility and cost effectiveness of these alternatives will be the primary task of the first
7 years of Program implementation, after which it should be possible to make a determination on the need for
construction of Delta facilities.

WQ 3.7-2

The long-term bromide target of 50 1g/L and the TOC target of 3.0 mg/L, or an equivalent level of public health
protection, do apply to the NBA intake as well as to the other drinking water diversions in the Delta. The WQPP
has been revised to clarify this point.
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3.7.1 Bromide

WQ 3.7.1-1

We acknowledge that the information in Figures 7 and 9 in the June 1999 WQPP might be presented in a number
of ways, and perhaps a time history plot would be a superior means of illustrating the relationship of bromide
loadings at the DMC intake and at Vernalis and of bromide loadings in the San Luis Reservoir area. Other means
of presenting the data would not be likely to change the tentative conclusions that most of the bromide found at
Vernalis can be accounted for by inputs to the San Joaquin Valley from the DMC, and that most of the bromide
in San Luis Reservoir can be accounted for by loadings from the SWP and Central Valley Project (CVP). Further
evaluation of non-oceanic sources of bromide is planned for CALFED during the implementation stage of the
Program. Thisadditional work will involve various forms of data evaluation and presentation, probably including
time history plots. Further investigation of non-oceanic sources of bromide in the system will involve analysis
of pumping and precipitation data to conclusively demonstrate whether non-oceanic sources of bromide are
important in solving bromide problems in drinking water supplies taken from the Delta.

WQ 3.7.1-2

CALFED needs to further evaluate the sources of bromide and to institute corrective actions where feasible in
order to reduce contributions of bromide and to achieve long-term source water quality targets. Bromide is
present in sea water, and enters into the Delta drinking water supplies primarily through mixing with waters of
San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. Other sources of bromide may exist. For instance, the average
concentration of bromide in Sacramento River water was 18 1g/L. By contrast, San Joaquin River water averaged
310 wg/L, with a standard deviation of 150 1g/L during the same period. Although bromide concentrations in
the Sacramento River are variable, this river does not appear to be an important source of bromide. It appears that
the San Joaquin River is the most important source of bromide to the Delta system, exclusive of the Bay-ocean.
This component of bromide load would be significantly affected by the choice of storage and conveyance
alternatives. A question of great importance to the CALFED Program, and one that is directly related to your
concern, is “How much of the bromide load in the San Joaquin River is not of Delta or ocean origin (e.g., connate
groundwater or ancient sea water) and may then be subject to control by Water Quality Program actions?”
Further evaluations by CALFED will provide us with a basis for realistic expectations with respect to water
quality targets for municipal supplies from the Bay-Delta of 50 ug/L for bromide, or an equivalent level of public

health protection, to be provided by a cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and
treatment.

WQ 3.7.1-3
The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

3.7.2  Organic Carbon

WQ 3.7.2-1

Any plans for CALFED projects involving water storage on organic soils with the potential for discharge to Delta
drinking water supplies will require pilot-scale testing of potential water quality impacts and full mitigation of
conditions that would degrade the quality of drinking water supplies taken from the Delta. CALFED staff believe
that a full array of water management tools, including new groundwater and surface water storage, needs to be
included in the Water Management Strategy. New groundwater and/or surface water storage will be developed
and constructed, together with aggressive implementation of water conservation, recycling, and a protective water
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transfer market, as appropriate to meet CALFED Program goals. During Stage 1, CALFED will evaluate and
determine the appropriate mix of surface water and groundwater storage, identify acceptable projects, and initiate
permitting and construction—if program linkages and conditions are satisfied. Due to potentially fewer
environmental impacts, groundwater projects potentially could be implemented sooner than surface water storage.
The ongoing Integrated Storage Investigation will help to determine the role of a new groundwater and surface
water storage in the overall Water Management Strategy.

WQ 3.7.2:2

An improvement in water quality at water supply diversions is one of the goals of the CALFED Program. As
noted in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative would improve water
quality in the Delta, including at the water supply intakes. The improved flow of good quality water across the
Delta from the Sacramento River would be expected to reduce the DOC content of water withdrawn at the
intakes. The improvement in DOC content may be supplemented or offset by an alteration in DOC
concentration as a consequence of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. (It is not yet known whether conversion
of irrigated agriculture to wetlands in the Delta will increase or decrease DOC concentrations.) It is important
to note, though, that under the existing conditions, from 20 to 50 percent of the trihalomethane (THM)
precursors to Delta waters originate from drainage water from peat soil on Delta islands (Amy, G. L.; Thompson,
J. M; Tan, L.; Davis, M. K.; and Drassner, S. W. 1990. Evaluation of THM Precursor Contribution from
Agricultural Drains. Research and Technology 82:57-64). Also see response WQ 3.6-2.

WQ 3.7.2-3
(1) See response WQ 3.7.2-2 above.

(ii) Information on the results of inundating peat soil is being developed as quickly as possible. Knowledge is
rudimentary, and information is unavailable rather than undisclosed. Recent short-term studies were conducted
for the California Urban Water Agencies and the MWQI Program of the DWR (Marvin Jung & Associates. 1999.
A Trial Experiment on Studying Short-Term Water Quality Changes in Flooded Peat Soil Environments. Report
prepared for the Municipal Water Quality Investigations Participating Agencies and the California Urban Water
Agencies. Sacramento, CA). The report indicates that inundation without water exchange during summer
increased TOC concentration in the water; however, the seasonal effects and the long-term effects (beyond
10 weeks) have yet to be determined.

3.7.4 Recommendations
WQ 3.7.4-1

CALFED’s long-term water quality objectives for drinking water include a TOC concentration of 3.0 mg/L and
a bromide level of 50 11g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection. The WQPP provides evidence to
suggest that the Pacific Ocean is the primary source of bromide and salinity in Delta drinking water supplies, and
that the importance of this source is not likely to be greatly affected by CALFED Stage 1 actions. Similarly, the
WQPP casts doubt on the feasibility of controlling organic carbon generated within the Delta. However, because
significant public health, treatment, technology, and regulatory questions remain unresolved, it is not clear that
reducing bromide and salts from the ocean and organic carbon from the Delta is going to prove essential to
adequately meet the CALFED goal of protecting public health.

Because we do not yet know what approaches could bring about an equivalent level of public health protection,
we cannot make an unequivocal commitment to achieving numerical objectives for drinking water protection.
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We are also not able at this time to quantify the cost of failure to attain adequate public health protection, if that
should happen, or to quantify the costs that would be involved in protecting public health in other ways.
Exploring source water exchanges, advanced treatment technology, or other means of providing an acceptable level
of public health protection can be undertaken, however, and are very much within the intended scope of the
Water Quality Program.

Stage 1 water quality actions are expected to result in continuously reduced inputs of constituents that adversely
affect drinking water supply. A number of the planned CALFED water quality actions will be measurable in
terms of reduced loadings of pollutants entering the waters of the Delta estuary, as compared to existing
conditions. Whether these improvements will always be measurable at diversion points, or whether they will be
sufficient to fully meet the CALFED goal of protecting public health with regard to drinking water supplies taken
from the Delta, cannot be known at this time. Even in the absence of quantitative estimates of the effects of these
actions on drinking water supply diversions, taking such actions is clearly consistent with the concept of
employing source prevention and source control measures as part of a multiple-barrier approach to drinking water
protection.

Future water quality needs will be identified based on results of ongoing health effects research and regulatory
developments. Adverse impacts of other CALFED actions, such as may result from habitat restoration, will be
determined through monitoring and assessment. If these assessments indicate that Stage 1 water quality actions
are inadequate to protect public health, or that other CALFED actions are causing negative effects on water
quality, additional actions will be taken to protect public health and reduce negative impacts to less-than-significant
levels. This approach is consistent with the CALFED adaptive management philosophy. The Delta Drinking
Water Council will participate in evaluating CALFED actions and recommending needed changes to the Program
on an ongoing basis to ensure that Program goals are met. The CALFED environmental assessment documents
have been amended as appropriate to acknowledge that Stage 1 water quality actions, taken by themselves, have
limited capacity for improving drinking water quality.

WQ 3.7.4'2

The proposal to recirculate water through the DMC to the San Joaquin River has been considered in the CALFED
Program and will continue to receive consideration. Representatives of some CALFED agencies have indicated
serious reservations about such a project, in that it could potentially be contrary to state and federal policies and
regulations governing water quality degradation. The recirculation proposal can receive additional study and
consideration in the implementation phase of the Program, soon to be underway.

WQ 3.7.4-3

The CALFED Program must simultaneously address ecosystem, water supply reliability, levee system integrity,
and water quality problems. While facilities would have undoubted advantages for the quality of the water sent
to southern California, it is not presently clear that such facilities would produce the best overall solutions to the
problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the question of
salinity targets and to make recommendations to the BDAC and to CALFED management. The deliberations
of the Council will also be supported by technical teams composed of drinking water stakeholders and by the
work of independent scientists, who will be commissioned as needed to achieve balanced, scientifically supportable
perspectives.
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WQ 3.7.4-4

CALFED is committed to continuous improvement in the quality of drinking water taken from the Deltathrough
a combined application of source control, alternative sources, and advanced treatment. As a critical element in
the solution to the drinking water quality problems of the Delta, upgrading treatment processes is a high priority
in the CALFED drinking water quality program, and cooperative participation in bringing about these
improvements is within the scope of the program.

WQ 3.7.4-5

The Arcata project is regarded as an excellent example of meeting wastewater treatment and environmental
enhancement objectives simultaneously, and may serve as a model for future CALFED activities.

WQ 3.7.4-6

Some commentors have questioned CALFED’s willingness to provide up to $1 million to study non-oceanic
sources of bromide, and disagree with giving this work a high priority for implementation. Tt may be the case that
resolving questions on bromide sources would necessitate only minor expenditures, as opposed to the CALFED
preliminary estimate. However, in the event that other significant sources of bromide were to be demonstrated,
it would be important for available funding to be sufficient to enable thorough evaluation of potential prevention
or control measures. While drinking water supplies taken from the Delta may not be significantly improved
through bromide control actions directed at non-sea water sources, CALFED recognizes that bromide is a key
water quality concern with important implications for the future direction of the CALFED Program. Due to its
critical nature, resolving the question of non-ocean sources of bromide with finality and early in the
implementation phase of the Program is imperative. The decision to include substantial funding for the effort is
justified, even though this amount of funding may not be required to complete the task.

4.2 Problem Statement

WQ 4.2.0-1

Mercury in water and sediment contribute to mercury levels in aquatic organisms, including sport fish. Without
intervention, mercury would continue to be transported to the Bay-Delta and would become bioavailable to one
degree or another, causing fish consumption advisories. Therefore, the CALFED Program has embarked on a
study to determine the mechanisms by which mercury becomes bioavailable. Later CALFED actions would
include participation in remedial efforts to reduce the impacts of mercury on the Bay-Delta system The objective
of the measures are to “reduce mercury in water and sediment to levels that do not adversely affect aquatic
organisms, wildlife, or human health.”

WQ 4.2.0-2

CALFED plays a supportive role in the development of TMDLs. CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does
not participate in the regulatory process. CALFED has funded fact-finding research projects to determine sources
and causes of pollution problems in the Bay-Delta and some tributaries. CALFED also is addressing
environmental “Good Samaritan” issues in the interest of better water quality.
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4.4.1 Sources and Transport of Mercury
WQ 4.4.1-1

CALFED has funded a study of mercury loading, bioavailability, and potential to remediate sources. The study
centers around the Cache Creek watershed. The investigators for that study have focused on eliminating mercury
from mines and geothermal springs because these are thought to be the largest contributors of bioavailable
mercury. While many sources of mercury are listed in the WQPP, the mining sources are considered by several
mercury experts to be the largest. When given the opportunity to study sources of mercury and mechanisms
contributing to bioaccumulation, the researchers decided to concentrate on mines, mining practices, and
geothermal vents. A mass balance loading of Bay-Delta mercury will be included in the study. The studies are
necessary to determine which sources will provide the most benefit when stopped. The objective of the measures

are to “reduce mercury in water and sediment to levels that do not adversely affect aquatic organisms, wildlife, or
human health.”

Some actions can be taken prior to completion of the studies. CALFED has proposed to participate in remedial
activities within the Delta and along Cache Creek and Clear Lake. Participation in remedial activities on mine
sites may be limited to the activities that do not subject the CALFED Program to litigation. No remedial activities
on abandoned mine sites should be conducted without federal environmental “Good Samaritan” protection.
Without this protection, acting CALFED agencies may become responsible parties for the abandoned sites.

4.4.2 ‘Transformation and Bioavailability of Mercury

WQ 4.4.2-1

The Cache Creek watershed and other watersheds in the Bay-Delta system have contributed mercury in various
forms for many years. Without intervention, the mercury would continue to be transported to the Bay-Delta and
would become bioavailable to one degree or another. CALFED has initiated a study of the mercury
contamination mechanisms and effects from the Cache Creek watershed. Information from the study will be
applied to direct remedial efforts in many of the Bay-Delta watersheds. Effects of off-stream gravel mining will
be studied insofar as it pertains to the production or sink of methyl mercury to the river and/or Bay-Delta.

WQ 4.4.2-2

It is true that preliminary information from the CALFED-UC Davis Methyl Mercury Study indicates that
increased habitat in the north Delta and other areas may contribute to an increase in methyl mercury production.
This is based on the assumption that appropriate micro-organisms are present in the constructed wetlands and that
mercury-laden water is allowed to reach the wetlands. This conversion of non-bicavailable forms of mercury to
methyl mercury, the most bioavailable form, is being studied by another CALFED mercury study. The
researchers in the UC Davis Methyl Mercury study are participating in the larger mercury study. Ecosystem
Restoration Program staff have been advised of the possibility of increased methyl mercury production and are
taking it under advisement.

5. Pesticides
WQ 5.0.0-1

CALFED acknowledges your support for its role in the pesticide issues. This is the role that CALFED strives for
each area of involvement.
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5.3 Objective
WQ 5.3.0-1

Pesticides are used in agriculture and in urban areas for various types of pest control. Pesticide residue occasionally
runs off during storm events or other situations, causing the commingling of pesticide residue and water. Without
intervention, pesticides might be abused or misused, causing increased water quality problems—usually toxicity.
CALFED has therefore worked with regulatory agencies to address these issues and develop ways of eliminating
toxicity caused by pesticide residue. CALFED has been participating in development of management practices
to reduce runoff of pesticide residue from agricultural lands and from urban areas. CALFED has also participated
in development of hazard assessment criteria. CALFED proposes to investigate environmental effects of pesticides
and assist in methods to control pesticide residue runoff.

Reduction of pesticide use does not necessarily correspond to a reduced toxicity in surface waters. This would be
true in a case where toxicity is caused by misuse of pesticides rather than appropriate labeled use. CALFED is
participating in studies that will help to determine environmental effects of pesticides and mechanisms that cause
pesticide toxicity in surface water. CALFED may participate in programs to reduce or eliminate uses of pesticides,
provided that reductions in toxicity can be achieved.

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED actions in no way
usurp the authorities of any regulatory or planning agency.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s Program can add value.

WQ 5.3.0-2

The reader appears to misread the page quoted, page 5.3-4 in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR impact
analysis document. Page 5.3-4 summarizes the potentially significant adverse effects on water quality associated
with the Preferred Program Alternative. Because nonpoint source pollutants are largely unregulated and
mitigation depends on local voluntary efforts, the expected increase in discharge of nonpoint source pollutants to
water bodies that would result from the potential growth induced by the Preferred Program Alternative is likely
to be unavoidable. At this programmatic level of planning, it is unknown where the new growth is likely to take
place or whether the local nonpoint source discharge can be mitigated. The discussion does not differentiate
between nonpoint source discharges in the Sacramento Valley and in export areas.
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5.4.3 Predominant Uses of Diazinon and Chlorpyrifos
WQ 5.4.3-1
The suggested change has been made in the WQPP.

5.5  Approach to Solution
WQ 5.5.0-1

Pesticide impacts are determined by many factors, including laboratory studies, field studies, and combinations
of the two. Determining the cause of the impact may point to a specific use or an abuse of the pesticide that
contributes to the impacts far above other legitimate uses. While reducing regionwide use may reduce impact,
reducing abuse or reducing a specific use that is found to contribute to pesticide toxicity may eliminate the impact
entirely. CALFED is not opposed to pesticide use reduction. CALFED’s objective, however, is pesticide toxicity
reduction.

WQ 5.5.0-2

Control of urban uses of the pesticides diazinon and chlorpyrifos is a priority action for the environmental Water
Quality Program. Removal of the pesticide from public use will need to be considered by the Department of
Pesticide Regulation. It is within their authority to regulate these and other pesticides in this manner.

WQ 5.5.0-3

CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does not seek regulatory authority to implement water quality actions.
Therefore, implementing a “regulatory only” Program for pesticide toxicity reduction is not within the CALFED
Program’s solution principles. Use of regulatory programs for reduction of toxicity within the urban areas may
not be feasible. Pesticides are labeled for use by homeowners and are sold in local retail stores. Educational
methods are being proposed to control pesticide toxicity of urban drainage. As an alternative to regulatory
control, CALFED proposes to add technical support to the actions of regulatory agencies. Additional technical
support is intended to add scientific validity to methods of toxicity reduction. This method is intended to target
the highest contributors first, as feasibility dictates. By doing so, implementation of less effective measures may
not be necessary.

5.5.1 Priority Actions

WQ 5.5.1-1
The suggested change has been made in the WQPP.
6. Organochlorine Pesticides

WQ 6.0.0-1

Chapter 6 in the WQPP has been modified to clarify that this section seeks to prevent pollutants no longer used
in California from affecting the environment.
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6.4  Approach to Solution
WQ 6.4.0-1

We concur. Winter storm runoff should be included as an area to study for reduction potential of organochlorine
(OC) pesticides. This suggestion has been incorporated into Chapter 6 in the WQPP.

6.4.1 Priority Actions
WQ 6.4.1-1

The WQPP does contain a list of stakeholder-recommended actions that might solve portions of individual
problems. These are not considered exhaustive lists. Through adaptive management and research, other
management tools can be incorporated. Work group activities and the adaptive management process is open to
interested parties, to maintain equity among stakeholder interests. Work groups participate by helping to define
project priority and appropriateness based on what is known. Implementation of any action in the WQPP is not
a foregone conclusion. To receive funds, each project must first receive approval by stakeholder and agency
groups.

WQ 6.4.1-2
As a nonregulatory agency, CALFED cannot impose implementation of the use of any management measure.

However, financial incentives may encourage its use. Polyacrylamide (PAM) will remain on the list of potential
actions to be studied.

WQ 6.4.1-3

The endorsement of increasing channel capacity to prevent OC pesticide input to creeks is noted. Furthermore,
the relationship between local flood control and OC pesticide management will be brought to the attention of the
workgroup, at such time as it is formed.

WQ 6.4.1-4

The CALFED Program does not support programs that will reduce chemicals beyond what is necessary to
eliminate environmental toxicity. Program actions are not intended to reduce crop production at all. In some
areas of the Water Quality Program, it is hoped that measures might increase productivity (providing salt removal
for agricultural soil, which would increase productivity of salty soils). -

The comment opposes CALFED dictating any particular planning solution.

WQ 6.4.1-5
The CALFED Program is not a regulatory program and does not enforce any planning action it might develop
through the stakeholder process. The planning activities will be restricted to developing methods in order to

minimize water quality parameters that are known to cause particular water quality problems. The main
CALFED support is proposed to serve as a process for promoting farm conservation and providing funds for cost
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sharing or incentives. CALFED will work with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, as one of the many
participating CALFED agencies, in developing research projects and planning efforts to meet CALFED goals.

WQ 6.4.1-6
CALFED will continue to propose such monitoring and research.

6.4.3 Existing Activities
WQ 6.4.3-1

Section 6.4.3 in the WQPP has been revised to include a broader scope of programs. The components of the
CURES Program mentioned in the comment are good components and should be supported. CALFED will be
initiating a stakeholder/agency workgroup to address pesticide work priorities, including research and pilot
projects.

WQ 6.4.3-2

The relationship between local flood control and OC pesticide management will be brought to the attention of
the workgroup, at such time as it is formed.

7. Salinity

WQ7.0-1

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (San Joaquin Valley Drainage Implementation Program [SJVDIP]) has primary
responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a
supporting roleto the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide funding and other support as appropriate to the primary
CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by improving ecosystem functions, providing good water
quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State,
federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED
has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until the outcome of the environmental study is known.

Correction of the salt imbalance in San Joaquin Valley agriculture does require attention. CALFED is proposing
research that will lead to some success. At a minimum, this research could be used to determine how much salt
can be removed by non-drain methods, thus reducing needs (or size) of a future proposed drain. Salt disposal
requires transport out of the valley, long-term in-valley storage, or use of residual salts as a commodity. Currently,
the San Joaquin River is the conduit for out-of-valley salt disposal. CALFED is proposing to utilize real-time
monitoring of the San Joaquin River to release salt buildup on agricultural land without reducing water quality
of the San Joaquin River and Delta. CALFED is also proposing residual use of salt through the integrated on-farm
management system. The integrated on-farm management system, and other reverse-osmosis proposals, creates
a crystalline salt by-product from used irrigation water and attempts to market the salt for industrial use. These
activities will be utilized to their fullest extent in attempts to balance the salt loadings within the San Joaquin
Valley. As pointed out, an out-of-valley drain could convey saline water to the Pacific Ocean either directly or
through the Bay and Delta. The out-of-valley drain proposal is very controversial, with suspected negative
ecological impacts, and therefore is not recommended as a priority action at this time. Through adaptive
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management, the CALFED Program could investigate the feasibility of drain alternatives that meet CALFED
solution principles of no redirected impacts.

WQ 7.0-2

As a nonregulatory agency, CALFED has not funded establishment and implementation of water quality
objectives for the RWQCB. CALFED has assumed a supportive role, providing funding for research that in turn
can be used to establish technically based water quality standards. In the case of diazinon and chlorpyrifos,
CALFED funded hazard assessment criteria for DFG. These criteria may be used as part of the basis for a water
quality objective by a regulatory agency. CALFED is also supporting reductions in salt loading of the San Joaquin
River by proposing funding of projects that would eliminate salt from drain water while keeping agricultural land
in production. There is still much to work on in this field. Many questions remain unanswered concerning how
much can be done with in-valley solutions.

wWQ7.0-3

The Water Quality Program has not questioned the uses of water in areas served by Delta exports. The Water
Use Efficiency Program is reviewing water uses and reuses to maximize benefit of water diverted from the Delta.
It is correct, as pointed out by the comment, that a permanent fix to the salinity issues in the San Joaquin River
has not been identified and approved. Many parties believe that an out-of-valley drain is appropriate and
environmentally safe. However, there is much controversy over the applicability of a drain. The CALFED
Program has therefore proposed some other activities that would promote water conservation while reducing salt
buildup in irrigated soils. These projects have not been in existence for long periods of time and are not yet
considered fully sustainable. Studies are continuing to determine potential solutions to salt buildup in soils while
maintaining environmental stewardship and irrigation efficiency. It is hoped that methods developed in the San
Joaquin Valley also will be applicable to the Imperial Valley.

WQ7.0-4

It is true that agricultural drain water is recycled. Salt from irrigating farmland in parts of the San Joaquin Valley
combines with salt from other sources and affects the San Joaquin River. CALFED has proposed projects to
eliminate some of the agricultural drain water from the system in order to reduce salinity in the San Joaquin River.
Additionally, CALFED is proposing to reduce constituents that contribute to the low DO conditions in the San
Joaquin River near the City of Stockton. Elimination of some of these constituents might also improve drinking
water quality.

7.1 Summary

WQ7.1-1
Many factors affect the salinity of water diverted from the Delta, including droughts and wet years, seasonal
changes associated with annual climate changes, tidal effects, and agricultural irrigation practices. Such variability
is inherent in a complex estuarine system such as the Bay-Delta. However, the Preferred Program Alternative is

predicted to lower the salinity of export waters on average and, although variability may continue to be high, the
range of concentrations is predicted to be lower.
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WQ 7.1-2

Tables 5.2-9 and 5.2-10 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR impact analysis document show how the 2 parts per
thousand isohaline is predicted to change under the various alternatives.

wWQ7.1-3

Many factors affect the salinity in the Delta in addition to the width of the sloughs. These factors include the flow
rates of the rivers, circulation patterns within the Delta, and the magnitude and location of sources of salts. Model

predictions of how salinity may change under the various alternatives are provided in tables in Section 5.3 in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR.

WQ7.1-4
Please see common response 16.
wQ7.1-5

Salinity loading from the San Joaquin River is emphasized because the San Joaquin River contributes to marked
elevation of Delta salinity levels that adversely affect beneficial uses of Delta waters. The scope of the WQPP does,
however, encompass source prevention and control actions directed at Delta and Sacramento River sources of salts.
Salt management of wastewater treatment plant discharges and timing of agricultural discharges are examples of
salt management actions envisioned as elements of the WQPP that may be applicable to the Sacramento River and
Delta.  Detailed planning for and prioritization: of such actions will evolve as the Program reaches its
implementation phase and will be accomplished with stakeholder involvement. Also see response WQ 3.6.1-4.

WQ7.1-6

These sections of Chapter 7, “Salinity,” were intended to state how much work has gone on before the CALFED
Program, with an emphasis on the fact that much has been attempted without large-scalé success. CALFED is
committed to retiring the minimum acreage necessary in order to accomplish the selenium objectives by
cooperating in the successful implementation of other options. Land retirement will be implemented on a
voluntary, compensated basis with due regard to impacts on local communities and economies. Therefore, land
retirement is considered a final option. In the months since this chapter was written, progress has been made in
both integrated on-farm management and reverse-osmosis treatment. Salt disposal or reuse remains an issue that
needs attention. There is no indication at this point whether these “treatment” measures will amount to what is
needed to meet in-stream salinity standards from regulatory agencies. CALFED is comamitted to research and pilot
projects in order to determine what degree of success is feasible without land retirement or an out-of-valley drain.

7.3 Objective

WQ 7.3.1-1

To state that CALFED is not willing at this time to invest in an out-of-valley drain as it has been proposed, but
is willing to invest in other solutions, does not indicate that CALFED is counter productive. The track CALFED
stakeholders (and Policy Group) have decided to take will lead to some success in reducing salinity in the San
Joaquin River and in the soils of Central Valley farms. These expected results are similar to the goals of the
agricultural community who have participated in the CALFED process. The CALFED actions are expected to
achieve some success, not the least of which will be to determine how much salt can be removed by non-drain

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-36 Response to Comments, Volume II



methods, thus reducing needs (or size) of a proposed drain. This area likely will require many simultaneous
solutions; working on all but one solution leaves some room for others to also contribute where individual
governing bodies dictate.

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by
improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified.

WQ 7.3.1-2

The actions proposed in the WQPP are not all of the actions proposed by CALFED to reduce salinity. The
drinking water quality improvement strategy in the Phase Il Report outlines a general strategy for improvement
that includes salinity reduction. The activities from the drinking water quality program and the actions from the
ecosystem water quality program should result in overall reductions of salt, which should improve the utility of
the San Joaquin River water and the Delta water. The Delta Drinking Water Council will examine the results of
efforts and will identify additional measures to further protect drinking water uses of the water.

7.4 Problem Description
WQ 7.4-1

Stakeholders have recommended establishment of intermediate water quality milestones for salinity in water
diverted from the Delta. Values of 220 mg/L and 150 mg/L TDS have been recommended as salinity targets. The
CALFED Program must simultaneously address ecosystem, water supply reliability, levee system integrity, and
water quality problems. While facilities undoubtedly would have advantages for the quality of drinking water
supplies taken from the Delta, it is not presently clear that such facilities would produce the best overall solutions
to the problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the
question of salinity targets and to make recommendations to the BDAC and CALFED management. The
deliberations of the Council will also be supported by technical teams composed of drinking water stakeholders
and by the work of independent scientists who will be commissioned as needed to achieve balanced, scientifically
supportable perspectives. Potential impacts of failure to provide adequate water quality are not assessed, as it is
not presently known what level of source water quality will be required to meet the CALFED objective of
providing protection of public health in drinking water supplies taken from the Delta, whén source water quality
improvements, alternate sources, and treatment are combined to address drinking water concerns.

7.4.1 Lower San Joaquin River Basin Salt Balance
w¥Q 7.4.1-1

The impact analysis section in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR states the following on page 5.3-17:
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Data reported by Grober (1999) at the CVRWQCB [Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board] indicate that concentrations in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis, expressed in
terms of specific conductance or umhos/centimeter [cm] exceeded the 700 umhos/cm 30-day
running average objective for April through August in about 54 percent of the time from 1986 to
1997. These concentrations exceed desirable levels for agricultural irrigation and cause problems
for south Delta farmers and for export water.

While this characterization does not include the assertions made by the commentor, it does describe the salinity
impairment of the San Joaquin River.

7.4.3 Sources

WQ 7.4.3-1

The WQPP recognizes that some water use efficiency measures are capable of increasing concentrations of salts
as a result of decreased water use, while some water use efficiency activities reduce pollutant loads and improve
water quality. Whether the effects of water use efficiency actions are beneficial to water quality will need to be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis. At the current programmatic level of detail, specific water use efficiency projects
have not been identified that would make it possible to analyze their potential impacts on the quality of receiving
waters. As projects are developed during the implementation phase of the CALFED Program, salinity and other
environmental impacts will be identified and documented, and provisions will be made for mitigation where
appropriate as a condition of project implementation. Potential mitigation measures might include treatment to
remove salt or avoidance of circumstances that would cause salinity increases. CALFED is committed to avoid
significant salinity increases in the Delta estuary and its tributaries resulting from its actions.

WQ 7.4.3-2
CALFED hopes to support development of the same types of practices.

7.5  Approach to Solution
WQ 7.5-1

According to modeling projections conducted by DWR, the Preferred Program Alternative does result in
significant reductions in salt concentrations at the diversion facilities for the SWP. (See Tables 5.3.4-a and 5.3.4-b
in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.) The TOC changes associated with the Preferred Program Alternative have not
been evaluated quantitatively. Section 3.7.3 in the WQPP points out that organic carbon “might be subject to
control by drainage treatment if the technology can be proven and if it can be made economically feasible.”
Source identification of TOC and pilot testing of treatment methods on agricultural drains from Delta islands is
an early implementation action (see Table 3 on page 12-18 in the June 1999 WQPP).

WQ 7.5.0-3

Salinity and selenium have been concerns in the San Joaquin River for many years. Without intervention, the
salinity problem might cause agricultural land to be unproductive or might warrant land retirement under this and
other programs. Rises in salinity in the river and Delta threaten ecosystem stability and irrigation exports from
these areas. CALFED is proposing innovative solutions to remove salt from supply water and drain water. It is
proposed that solutions be sustainable projects, that 1s, that they lead to longterm productivity of the land.
Suggestions such as integrated on-farm management, which was developed through other salinity management
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programs, will be studied further to determine whether they are entirely sustainable. Land retirement for salinity
(and selenium) control through the CALFED Program is considered a final option. Increasing the water quality
in the San Joaquin River will also benefit wildlife and water users in the Delta. Costs for such activities will
initially be shared by various agencies and farm owners. CALFED staff is seeking funding for larger
implementation at cost-effective rates.

7.5.1 Local Actions

WVQ 7.5.1-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 7.5.12

While the WQPP mentions a maximum of 37,400 acres of land that might be retired under this program (as a last-
ditch effort), there is no effort to retire 25 percent of the approximately 7 million acres of irrigated farmland in
the San Joaquin Valley. In so far as the RWQCB needs to adopt a salinity objective in the San Joaquin River, and
CALFED participates in the scientific research that leads to a justifiable objective, it does not mean that CALFED
is exerting any regulatory hammer. Most of the CALFED actions center around activities that promote on-farm
solutions. Furthermore, the CALFED Salinity/Selenium Workgroup has stated that it wishes to promote only
those projects that are sustainable. In summary, CALFED will participate in the scientific process of setting an
objective, as it will in other water quality areas. CALFED also will research methods to reduce pollutant levels
in discharges of concern. In addition, CALFED is researching other solutions that are more regional and do not
involve individual businesses. All of this work should not be construed as promoting a regulatory hammer or
eliminating millions of acres of farmland.

WQ 7.5.1-3

It is correct that formal economic feasibility has not been determined for these actions. These actions are still an
area that can be studied to determine economic and technical feasibility, as well as whether the actions are
sustainable. Technical feasibility includes demonstration that the project removes and disposes of salt while
protecting water resources and wildlife. Disposal of salt includes potential marketing as well as in-valley and out-
of-valley disposal. CALFED proposes to fund research in all of these areas to determine what is feasible.

WQ 7.5.1-4

The integrated on-farm management actions were developed by representatives of the California Department of
Food and Agriculture, UC Davis, and a farmer in the Westlands area. In the beginning project, a farmer was able
to reclaim marginal farmland and has not discharged salt to landfills or the river. The study of whether this is a
truly sustainable project has not been conducted; however, interim studies have proven some effectiveness.
Recently, interest in the process has increased. As many as six other facilities are in various stages of planning to
use this method to maintain or increase productivity of their farmland. The CALFED Salinity/Selenium
Workgroup has contacts for the commentor’s edification.

WQ 7.5.1-5
The contradiction mentioned does arise when drainage is left unchecked. Irrigation reduction may reduce overall
salt discharge, but drainage reduction with higher salt concentrations may not. However, drainage reduction

coupled with real-time discharges can reduce impacts of salts discharged in the return water. Drainage reduction
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can also be conducted by methods that remove salt from the system. It is agreed that sometimes the removal of
salts 1s limited to increased salt levels in soils, which will eventually destroy the utility of the cropland. Therefore,
this method may not be selected by the CALFED Salinity/Selenium Workgroup, which has decided to seek
projects that are sustainable.

7.5.2 Basinwide Actions
WQ 7.5.2-1

CALFED will support monitoring studies of the San Joaquin River watershed and will support development and
implementation of a comprehensive plan for improving the quality of the San Joaquin River. The SJVDIP isthe
entity bearing primary responsibility for this work. CALFED staff have worked closely with the SJVDIP in the
realization that salt and selenium management in the San Joaquin Valley has important effects on the Bay-Delta
estuary. This close-working relationship will continue, as will CALFED’s technical and financial assistance to the
SJVDIP. CALFED will support actions that enable water quality objectives to be met at Vernalis while respecting
area of origin and watershed protection laws.

WQ 7.5.22

Salinity is an important determinant of the feasibility of wastewater recycling and groundwater conjunctive use
as elements of a broad-spectrum water management approach to resolving the water supply problems associated
with the Delta estuary. Thisis especially true for southern California, where the relatively high cost of fresh water
supply makes recycling and conjunctive use projects attractive as alternatives. The Delta Drinking Water Council
that is being formed by CALFED i1s charged to evaluate and recommend needed intermediate and long-term water
quality targets. The Council will be asked to consider the need for a salinity target to increase water management
options, particularly in southern California. The Council will also be asked to consider the need for other actions
designed to reduce salinity in water supplies diverted from the Delta. The CALFED Program is not expected to
cause an overall increase in the salinity of water diverted from the Delta and should not, therefore, cause negative
impacts on groundwater quality that would require mitigation. If other measures prove inadequate, the scope of
the Program allows for consideration of facilities to improve water quality.

WQ 7.5.2-3

CALFED supports development of a comprehensive program to control salinity in the San Joaquin River, in
cooperation with the CVRWQCB and the SJVDIP. While the CALFED Program is intended to reduce conflicts
among beneficial uses of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary, it has been acknowledged from the outset that not
all problems associated with water supply, water quality, and water management in California can be solved
through the CALFED Program. The CALFED Program will help to mitigate the impacts of the SWP and CVP
but may not reduce all such impacts to less-than-significant levels.

WQ 7.5.2-4

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.
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CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s Program can add value.

WQ 7.5.2-5

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
Valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by
improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducing an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified. -

Salt disposal requires transport out of the valley, long-term in-valley storage, or use of residual salts as a
commodity. Currently, the San Joaquin River isthe conduit for out-of-valley salt disposal. CALFED is proposing
to use real-time monitoring of the San Joaquin River to release salt buildup on agricultural land without reducing
water quality of the San Joaquin River and Delta. CALFED is also proposing residual use of salt through the
integrated on-farm management system. The integrated on-farm management system creates a crystalline salt by-
product from used irrigation water and attempts to market the salt for industrial use. These activities will be used
to their fullest extent in attempts to balance the salt loadings within the San Joaquin Valley. As pointed out, an
out-of-valley drain could convey saline water to the Pacific Ocean either directly or through the Bay and Delta.
The out-of-valley drain proposal is very controversial, with suspected negative ecological impacts, and therefore
is not recommended as a priority action.

WQ7.5.2-6

CALFED is not in a position to offer assurances for the correction of the salinity problem in the San Joaquin
Valley. The problem is vast, and the solution will likely be complicated and costly. CALFED is committed to
working with the RWQCB 1o help develop tools necessary to meet the TMDLs that the Board will consider.
CALFED has funded other monitoring efforts and will likely fund salinity monitoring efforts as well. CALFED
also proposes to conduct projects that will eliminate some salt discharges to the San Joaquin River while
maintaining agricultural productivity. '

WwQ7.5.2-7
CALFED staff has been working with major water contractors to determine costs of salinity treatment for both

drinking water and agriculture. Salt affects both irrigation water and drinking water. Treatment technology and
costs will be considered in the development of solutions for individual areas.
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WQ 7.5.2-8

The recommended change has been incorporated into the WQPP.
WQ 7.5.2-9

CALFED is working with irrigation districts, drainage districts, the RWQCSB, environmental groups, and other
interested parties to address agricultural drainage. Salt removal, selenium removal, oxygen-depleting compounds,
and pesticide toxicity control are key areas of our efforts. In many cases, the effort focuses on preventing
contaminants from reaching the river. The effort is an attempt to balance needs of the ecosystem while protecting
the agricultural economy of California’s Central Valley. '

WQ 7.5.2-10

At the time of writing the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR, the concept of an out-of-valley drain to off-
shore disposal was not actively discussed, at least not among the contributors to the document. To date, there are
no known studies of this type of proposal to determine its feasibility. It has been CALFED?’s position to first
support the in-valley solutions. The original concepts of the out-of-valley drains proved controversial and are
suspected to result in negative environmental impacts. Through adaptive management, CALFED may consider
less controversial drain options with no negative environmental impacts. This topic is still beyond the scope of
this Programmatic EIS/EIR for lack of information. It should be mentioned that other solutions for salinity and
other problems also are not addressed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR for lack of information.

WQ 7.5.2-11

CALFED has formed a stakeholder and agency workgroup for salinity/selenium issues. That workgroup is
relatively new and has decided on one principle: to work on projects that are sustainable. This decision reflects
the desire to seek durable solutions that will protect Central Valley farmland while reducing salinity of San Joaquin
River water. Members of the work group have also expressed interest in out-of-valley drainage. State, federal, and
local agencies are actively conducting an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen
to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain
alternative that meets CALFED solution principles of no redirected impacts is identified. The Salinity/Selenium
Workgroup is charged with determining individual projects that will meet CALFED salinity/selenium objectives.
Determination of this sort requires prioritization of project actions, development of new project alternatives
(including research and pilot projects), and environmental documentation. Such environmental documentation
will include feasibility of the project. If many project actions are proposed at the same time, or evaluated at the
same time, a comparison and discussion of linkages will be included. It is possible that many of the proposed
actions mentioned in the WQPP will not meet the qualification of being sustainable and will therefore not be
reviewed further.

WQ 7.5.2-12

Real-time management of salinity in the San Joaquin River will provide some benefit to removing salt from
drainage areas in the San Joaquin Valley. It will not provide any benefit to undrained areas such as Westlands
Water District and the Tulare Lake basin. Real-time management is not expected to meet all of the salt disposal
needs of the drainage areas. Other salt disposal options will likely need to be used in order to meet San Joaquin
River salinity objectives. Real-time management may also incorporate monitoring that may lead to salt disposal
restrictions during times not currently regulated. Such management may require additional structures to store
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water in advance of being able to discharge. CALFED is proposing to fund some initial work towards real-time
monitoring in early implementation.

WQ 7.5.2-13

The reference has been changed to “Chapter 5.3 in the impact analysis of this Programmatic EIS/EIR contains data
on the water quality of supply water from the Delta.” Other references to yet unreleased reports and studies have

been deleted.

WQ 7.5.2-14

The information needed in the area of realtime management is noted in the bulleted section—namely,
multifunction water quality analyzers; a data quality assurance system; flow and quality control systems; and an
institution to coordinate among regulatory, operators, and other entities.

WQ 7.5.2-15

CALFED is considering the construction and use of barriers to help maintain static water levels in parts of the
Delta. The use of the barriers and other in-Delta modifications (as well as operational changes) may promote the
export of fresh waters, thus preventing some of the recycling that occurs now. These changes, coupled with
removal of salt from drain waters, will promote longevity of San Joaquin Valley agriculture: Further steps in these
directions would enhance the longevity of agricultural production in the valley. No studies have been completed
to specify whether each individual method is feasible or effective.

WQ 7.5.2-16

Solution approaches in the Water Quality Program do not specifically address this portion of the river. However,
for pollutants or water quality conditions with a portion of their origin in the aforementioned portion of the
watershed, control measures and studies will be proposed. CALFED does not assume any authority or jurisdiction
over any state or federal agency that is conducting work on the San Joaquin River. The role of CALFED is to
supplement the efforts of other agencies, to bring about a technically sound solution in a timely manner.

WQ 7.5.2-17

In Chapter 7 in the WQPP, a few projects include water treatment and recycling. To develop regionwide
recycling and treatment, infrastructure needs to be in place for collection of the drainage water. In some instances,
CALFED is proposing treatment of drainage water to remove salts; the water then is recycled in irrigation canals.
In areas where infrastructure is not available, on-farm systems work well. CALFED proposes to investigate and
possibly promote integrated on-farm management, which collects drain water within a farm’s boundary, reuses
the water on successively more salt-tolerant crops, and finishes with solar evaporation and harvesting of salt
crystals. :

WQ 7.5.2-18

Although the project you support is likely to be viable, a project-specific initial study and environmental
document must be completed prior to implementation. This EIS/EIR is programmatic and therefore does not
contain sufficient documentation to implement site-specific projects. In the case of recirculation of diversion
water, the CALFED water management program proposes to assess costs and benefits of such a project.
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WQ 7.5.2-19

The “CALFED program” referred to in the statement is the real-time water quality management program. As
explained in the section discussing “Real-Time Management,” the goal of real-time water quality management is
to make multiple use of water that is already being stored or released for other purposes. For example, releases
currently are being made from tributaries to the San Joaquin River for the explicit purpose of providing
pulse/attraction flows for fish; releases also are being made from New Melones Reservoir for the explicit purpose
of providing dilution flows to meet water quality objectives at Vernalis (in accordance with SWRCB Water Rights
Decision-1422). Coordination of existing reservoir releases for fish flows with existing discharges of salt can result
in reducing overall reservoir releases needed explicitly to provide dilution flows. Should dilution flows cease, the
real-time management would use the assimilative capacity of the San Joaquin River to meet salinity discharge needs
without exceeding salinity criteria.

7.5.3 Evaluation of Other Sources of Salinity
WQ 7.5.3-1

CALFED supports completion by the CVRWQCB of the Basin Plan Amendment for salinity and boron.
CALFED will encourage and, as appropriate, consider supporting the effort toward timely completion.

WVQ 7.5.3-2

CALFED analyses have demonstrated that there are multiple sources of salinity in the Delta, and their
interactions are complex. Similarly, the salinity of Delta waters can be affected by a range of actions, including
operational changes on the part of the users of Delta waters, controlling discharges from land surfaces, and
addressing problems with salt accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley. Since its inception, CALFED has
intensively studied these problems and potential solutions, and will continue to do so as the Program evolves.
The operational scenarios studied by CALFED have assumed various caps on diversions through the pumps, and
the salinity effects of these operational scenarios have been quantified. Results of these analyses are used in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR impact analysis.

8.2 Problem Statement
WQ 8.2-1

The Grassland Bypass Project has been a successful cooperative project, involving willing landowners who are
committed to reducing salt, boron, and selenium concentrations in the San Joaquin River through intensive water
management and water use efficiency actions. The June 1999 WQPP identifies the Grassland Bypass Project (on
page 8-11) as the kind of cooperative effort that CALFED should support. We have added more information
about this successful effort in the WQPP.

8.4.1 Sources
WQ 8.4.1-1

The San Joaquin Valley produces more agricultural products than the state of Texas. This is made possible, in
part, by irrigation water brought in from the Bay-Delta. Loss of this farmland would significantly reduce
California’s economy. Selenium sources of the San Joaquin Valley come primarily from the Western Hills (the
Coast Ranges). Other sources of selenium in the Bay-Delta include refineries. Salt concentrations in the San
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Joaquin Valley are caused by imported water and various salts added to the water through use, such as water
softener regeneration, fertilizer use, municipal wastewater salt, and other industrial salts. Sediment comes from
agriculture, construction, and erosion.

8.5.1 Agricultural Sources

WQ 8.5.1-1

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by
improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative, CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified. Other methods described in the WQPP lack completed research necessary
for widespread implementation. Certainly, the feasibility of isolating selenium for production requires considerable
additional study but may pay dividends if determined feasible.

WQ 8.5.1-2

Land retirement for controlling selenium discharges into the San Joaquin Valley is contemplated through the
CALFED Program as one of a suite of actions designed to address this problem. Retirement will be undertaken
only where less extreme alternatives fail, and only to the extent that landowners are willing to participate in such
a program. The CALFED objective is for lands to remain under private ownership and control. CALFED will
pursue this approach until it is conclusively demonstrated that retirement is necessary, and that land retirement
will be successful and cost effective in controlling the problem. Ideally, land retirement will not be needed for
selenium control. Because insufficient information is available on what specific areas could be affected by such
a program, any attempt to define the types of land to be retired or types of crops currently grown would be
speculative and unsupportable. The CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR is a programmatic document that is
intended only to establish a broad overall framework for a comprehensive suite of actions that must be studied
and documented in detail prior to their implementation. Identifying land retirement as one of a number of
potential approaches to resolving selenium problems is a commitment only to further study, not to proceeding
with implementation.

8.5.2 Refineries

WQ 8.5.2-1

Prior to use of any treatment method, site-specific environmental documentation must be completed. Protecting
wildlife in wetland treatment systems is a noted concern.

WQ 8.5.2-2
CALFED will be working on supporting efforts to reduce selenium from refineries. It is important to note that
selenium in the San Joaquin River and other water bodies should not be allowed at levels that could affect the

environment. The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the
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problem of salt accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the
Program. Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems
of the valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would
provide funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the
system by improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water
supply reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting
an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative
until the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution
principles of no redirected impacts is identified.

10.4  Problem Description

WQ 10.4.0-1

Turbidity is considered detrimental to fish habitat. Spawning areas for anadromous fish extends well into the
watershed. Consequently, CALFED does address sedimentation and erosion in many areas within our geographic
scope. It is acknowledged that the water quality section is not the appropriate place to address sedimentation in
the upper watershed or where no Bay-Delta ecological impacts are noted. Instead, sedimentation in upper
watershed areas will be addressed in overall watershed restoration within CALFED and other efforts. The proposal
of turbidity reduction activities without a nexus to the Bay-Delta has been removed from the WQPP. Discussions
of sedimentation that impairs habitat connected to the Bay-Delta will be retained in the WQPP. Integration with
the Ecosystem Restoration Program will be sought to ensure proper treatment of any suspected nexus.

10.5  Approach to Solution

WQ 10.5.0-1

Activities in many of the CALFED Program elements overlap. The CALFED scope was originally set very wide
because of the interaction of the different Program elements. The ecosystem water quality program integrates with
the other common programs and has active integration efforts with the Watershed, Levee System Integrity,
drinking water quality, and Water Use Efficiency Programs.

10.5.1 Priority Actions

WQ 10.5.1-1

Sedimentation of fisheries breeding habitat reduces the quality of the breeding grounds and therefore detracts from
other efforts to preserve or restore these habitats. Proposed best management practices (BMPs) to reduce
sedimentation will be implemented in areas with direct effects on these specific types of habitat. It is envisioned
that BMPs first will be implemented on a voluntary basis. The extent of the problem may require additional
incentives to implement BMPs. Regulatory measures would be employed by regulatory agencies if progress is not
sufficient through other methods. Incentives to employ BMPs may include cost sharing.
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10.5.2 Information Needed

WQ 10.5.2-1

The discussion of turbidity without a nexus to the Bay-Delta has been removed from the WQPP. If a discussion
of floodplain management is retained, it will contain the need to study impacts, costs, and benefits of the proposal.
Studies of floodplain management will need to be conducted along with flood control methodology discussed in
Chapter 6, “Organochlorine Pesticides.” CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does not impose any BMPs
through regulations. The CALFED role complements the respective roles for regulatory and planning agencies
involved in the same areas of water quality.

11.  Toxicity of Unknown Origin

WQ 11.0.0-1

The support and encouragement is acknowledged. CALFED will maintain a working relationship with pesticide
manufactures as well as user groups, regulatory agencies, environmental groups, and other industries that might
be responsible for toxicity of unknown origin, such as non-pesticide toxicity.

11.3  Objective

WQ- 11.3.0-1

Toxic material removed from water, or prevented from entering water, would no longer be toxic to aquatic
organisms. These substances may not be toxic to terrestrial animals if contained on land. In some cases, such as
for pesticides, preventing pesticides from entering waterways would both increase the effectiveness of the pesticide
and protect aquatic organisms. Most pesticides are designed to be neutralized after a short time. Other toxic
materials such as copper should not pose a significant threat to terrestrial animals, including humans. Prior to
initiating any solution, the appropriate environmental documents must be completed to comply with
environmental regulations.

12. Implementation Strategy
WQ 12.0-1

The Water Quality Program will reduce the discharge of contaminants to waterways in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River watersheds, which will reduce the concentration of contaminants at the drinking water pumps. An
improvement at the pumps will result in an improvement at the tap. To provide safe water at the consumer’s tap,
water agencies obtain source water of varying quality and then treat it as necessary to meet drinking water
standards. Because the Delta is not a pristine source, water drawn from the Delta is currently treated, and will
always need to be treated, before it is supplied to consumers. The value of the Water Quality Program is that the
program may reduce the mass of contaminants that must be removed at the treatment plant.

WQ 12.0-2

Please see common response 14.

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan wQ-47 Response to Comments, Volume II



WQ 12.0-3

Please see common responses 5 and 14.

WQ 12.0-4

Please see common response 9.
WQ 12.0-5

Source control is a key element in CALFED’s water quality improvement strategy. Specific pollution prevention
actions can be found in Table 3 (“Early Implementation Actions™) and Table 4 (“Stage 1 Actions”) in the June 1999
WQPP. CALFED plans to conduct pilot studies for integrated on-farm management of selenium in order to
develop and implement better source control management measures (paragraph 2 on page 12-5 in the June 1999
WQPP). Tables 3 and 4 have been removed from the WQPP; however, similar information is found in the
Implementation Plan.

WQ 12.0-6
Please see common responses 2 and 4.
WQ 12.0-7
Please see common response 14.
WQ 12.0-8
Please see common response 2.
WQ 12.0-9
Please see common response 2.
WQ 12.0-10

Studies, research, and incentives for implementation of water quality actions directed toward a water quality
agency would augment that agency’s effectiveness in developing the appropriate levels of protection or methods
by which reduction can be made in the most cost-effective manner. Directed actions are intended to support work
already in progress. CALFED agencies participate in the CALFED consortium, understanding that CALFED
has no authority to direct an agency or private party. In the case of low DO, CALFED is supporting work
initiated by the RWQCSB; in effect, the CALFED Program is protecting industrial interests by supporting good
science and tool development.

WQ 12.0-11

Figures 15 and 16 in Chapter 12 in the WQPP were flow paths of studies and actions, not decision trees. The path
is as follows: after a project action has been included in the programmatic environmental document and that
document is adopted, the action is either grouped as a study or a physical process. Studies are further grouped by
types of solutions. Results of the study parameters or study results are directed to expert panels. If the studies lead
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to physical processes, such as source control, those processes may need to be documented in a supplemental
programmatic environmental document, if the process is not already included. Once included in a programmatic
environmental document, actions are grouped by type. Before actions can be implemented, project-specific
environmental documentation must be provided. These figures have been removed from the WQPP; however,
similar information is contained in the Implementation Plan.

12.1  Introduction
WQ 12.1-1

CALFED effort will be devoted to achieving the most improvement in water quality at the least environmental
cost. Affordability is a key CALFED solution principle that must also be met. CALFED intends to develop
partnerships with farmers to make needed improvements in order to reduce conflict in the Bay-Delia system
without causing significant redirected impacts. CALFED funding assistance is an important means by which
redirected impacts are to be avoided.

12.3  Principles
WQ 12.3-1

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

Such support will benefit the regulatory and regulated communities alike. The objective is to improve water
quality with minimal economic impact on industry. Without CALFED support, development of remedial
methods would be the responsibility of the regulated community, and objectives would be based on information
available to the regulatory agencies in the time allowed.

WQ 12.3-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED acknowledges the
primacy of existing water quality agencies and does not seek to impose any new tier of governance.

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-49 Response to Comments, Volume Il



WQ 12.3-3

Peer review and adaptive management described by the WQPP is intended to address the science behind the most
effective ways to solve individual water quality problems within the CALFED solution area. CALFED
acknowledges the primacy of existing water quality agencies and does not seek to impose any new tier of
governance, by review of regulatory methods or any other regulatory work.

WQ 12.3.0-4

Targets developed by the Water Quality Technical Group are for the use of prioritizing CALFED projects and
have no influence on regulatory water quality levels. Regulatory water quality levels are developed under specific
methodology to ensure proper levels of regulation.

WQ 12.3-4

As a nonregulatory entity, CALFED has no authority to impose its water quality targets as mandatory standards
or to enforce any such standards, although some of its constituent agencies do have regulatory authority. Water
quality regulations are formulated through processes that are external to the CALFED process. CALFED’s
practice is to adopt as its objectives appropriate standards as they are established by the regulatory agencies. The
TMDL process, involving the EPA, and the SWRCB and the RWQCBEs, is an example of a separate regulatory
activity that can influence CALFED Program objectives. CALFED recommends that interested parties become
involved with these regulatory processes, as public involvement is incorporated into these processes.

Under the authority of the SWRCB and the RWQCBs, waters of the state are not to be degraded, except where
avoidance of such degradation is not in the best interest of the public. Under the SWRCB and RWQCBs
monitoring of waste discharges 1s established (for permitted dischargers). Monitoring is intended to reflect the
quantity and quality of the discharge. In the event that grab sampling cannot produce this assurance, composite
(or continuous) samplers are employed. Through such sampling, regulatory agencies, such as the RWQCB,
determine compliance for TMDL implementation programs. All of these activities will remain at the regulatory
agency level and will not directly involve CALFED. CALFED maintains a supportive role in producing
technically justifiable TMDLs and monitoring of ambient water to determine ecological suitability.

WQ 12.3-5

CALFED is committed to fulfilling its goal of providing good quality water for all beneficial uses. As applied to
drinking water, the long-term water quality objectives are for a TOC concentration of 3.0 mg/L and a bromide
level of 50 g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection to be provided by a cost-effective combination
of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. Although no specific salinity objectives have been
developed to support agricultural and urban uses, stakeholders have recommended salinity targets of 220 mg/L
and 150 mg/L TDS to support agricultural uses and to enhance opportunities for wastewater recycling and
groundwater conjunctive use. In fulfilling its commitment, CALFED is obligated to abide by its solution
principles, including the principles that the solutions must be implementable and affordable; therefore, CALFED
is inherently committed to assuring the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of its actions.
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12.4  Early Implementation Actions
WQ 12.4-1
The discrepancies have been reconciled.

12.5 Stage 1 Actions
WQ 12.5-1

The source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continuval improvement in the quality of these waters as the actions proceed, as compared to the situation
that would exist in the absence of the Program. Through Stage 1 and Phase I of Program implementation,
CALFED will proceed toward achieving its drinking water quality objectives. CALFED ecosystem restoration
actions may have the potential for degrading water quality, at least over the near term. The pilot testing, and
monitoring and assessment that will accompany each of these actions will determine whether any negative water
quality impacts are occurring. If this should prove to be the case, mitigation measures will be implemented to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Potential mitigation measures might include actions such as
impounding water to reduce impacts of turbidity and treating discharges to remove metals, organic carbon, or
other undesirable constituents. Impacts of increasing population will indeed present water quality challenges, with
or without the CALFED Program. Increasing urbanization will result in greater volumes of urban stormwater
discharges into the Bay-Delta estuary system, increased discharges of treated wastewater, increased airborne sources
of water quality degradation, and increased likelihood of accidental spills of toxic materials into the waterways of
the estuary. The CALFED Program will be involved in planning for development projects and will make
recommendations for source prevention, source control, and treatment of these discharges as appropriate. While
the CALFED Program is intended to reduce conflicts among beneficial uses of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary,
it has been acknowledged from the outset that not all problems associated with water supply, water quality and
water management in California can be solved through the CALFED Program. The Program can, however, exert
leadership toward the goal of optimum management of the state’s water resources.

WQ 12.5-2

The Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish an overall framework within which detailed project planning
and implementation will go forward. It is therefore appropriate and necessary that detail is lacking from the
programmatic document. CALFED is committed to the principle of continuous improvement in the water
quality of the Bay-Delta estuary until these waters are of good quality to support all beneficial uses, including
drinking water supply. CALFED is also committed to ongoing stakeholder involvement in planning and
implementing effective water quality improvement actions. CALFED has recently formed a Delta Drinking
Water Council comprised of interested stakeholders, including suppliers of drinking water taken from the Delta.
The Council, supported by a committee of stakeholder technical experts and by independent scientists as needed,
will advise CALFED management on implementation of effective drinking water quality actions. The scope of
planned drinking water quality actions is by no means limited to source control, although some source control
actions were given high priority for implementation because they could be rapidly implemented, because
implementation costs can be lower than for more complex actions, and because they are expected to produce
measurable results in terms of reduced loadings of constituents.

Currently proposed CALFED source control actions are likely to be somewhat limited in their capacity to
improve Delta water quality. On the other hand, safe drinking water is presently being produced from the Delta,
as defined by the current ability to meet drinking water standards. If drinking water regulations were to remain
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unchanged, it is probable that safe drinking water could continue to be produced from the Delta, even without
CALFED actions. Itis not yet clear what level of source water quality improvement will be necessary to meet
CALFED drinking water quality goals, as it cannot now be determined what future standards will need to be met
or schedule for needed changes. CALFED’s adaptive management approach is designed to be responsive to
changing needs and conditions, to arrive at solutions that fit future needs. If meeting these needs requires further
actions, these actions are within the scope of the Program.

WQ 12.5-3

A fundamental tenet of the CALFED Program is to develop cooperative relationships among all stakeholders, to
pursue the common good of reducing the conflicts in the bay-Delta estuary system. Closely linked with this
concept is emphasizing voluntary efforts over compulsion. The Program will achieve maximum success if all
parties are dedicated to its success, and this dedication is most likely to come if the benefits of solving our problems
are emphasized. Still, being successful will mean that a number of actions must take place whether all involved
parties agree or not. Therefore, regulatory enforcement and other means of securing needed outcomes are
available in situations where cooperative, voluntary efforts are not applicable or sufficiently effective.

Detailed impact analysis will be conducted as specific projects are developed during the implementation phase of
the CALFED Program, These impacts will be documented as required by law, and mitigation measures will be
identified and implemented as appropriate—as a condition of proceeding with projects. Financial assistance to
enable water treatment upgrades is within the scope of the Program.

WQ 12.5-4

Additions to the list of CALFED drinking water quality actions will be developed with stakeholder involvement
through the Drinking Water Constituent Work Group and the Delta Drinking Water Council.

WQ 12.5-5

CALFED is committed to continuous improvement in water quality for all beneficial uses of Delta waters,
including drinking water supply. CALFED’s commitment to drinking water quality improvement is to assure
Delta waters can be feasibly and cost-effectively treated to meet current and future standards to protect public
health, while avoiding significant redirected impacts of its actions. Therefore, inherent in CALFED planning is
the need to improve water quality and avoid water quality degradation as a condition of being able to proceed with
Program implementation. CALFED analyses indicate that, when the Program is implemented, the quality of
water diverted from the Delta will be at least as good as would be the case in the absence of the CALFED
Program. CALFED water quality actions will be geared toward maximizing this improvement. Therefore, long-
term negative water quality impacts on diverters of Delta waters should not result from CALFED actions,
although short-term impacts are possible as a result of such factors as construction activities and the effects of
normal year-to-year hydrologic variations on CALFED actions. Impacts of this nature resulting from CALFED
activities would be subject to disclosure in project-specific environmental documentation and subject to mitigation.

Stakeholders have recommended that CALFED establish salinity targets and interim water quality milestones.
The need for such targets and milestones is to be considered by the Delta Drinking Water Council, the primary
stakeholder advisory group to the CALFED drinking water program.

Water quality actions currently planned for Stage 1 of Program implementation are not likely to result in
significant changes in the mix of sea water and fresh water in the Delta. Accordingly, salinity improvements from

the currently envisioned Program are expected to be modest, although perhaps significant. CALFED recognizes
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the importance of controlling salinity to enhance wastewater recycling and groundwater conjunctive use. This
need will be taken into account as the Program evolves. The scope of the CALFED Program is sufficient to enable
consideration of means of reducing sea water and fresh water mixing in the Delta, if that should prove necessary
to the success of the Program.

WQ 12.5-6

Neither the list of actions nor the time frame are cast in concrete, as the commentor asserts. The list of actions
has been amended to reflect changes in proposed activities listed in individual sections in the WQPP. Time frames
by which projects can be started depend on funding and agreement from stakeholder and agency groups. Even
prioritization will depend on previously mentioned work groups. Text associated with these tables has been
revised to note the changeable nature of the tables, subject to revision according to CALFED adaptive
management.

WQ 12.5-7
The Water Quality Program does not involve any components intended to alter the salinity in the Suisun Marsh
area, Modeling (see Section 5.3 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR) shows negligible changes in salinity near Port

Chicago (the edge of Suisun Bay).

12.6  Linkages
WQ 12.6-1

At the current programmatic level of detail, broad linkages among Program elements have been identified, such
as potential negative impacts of ecosystem restoration actions on drinking water quality. It is true that linkages
among Program elements must be specified in much greater detail; however, much of the needed specificity can
occur only when detailed actions are planned during the implementation phase of the Program. The
programmatic document was not intended to identify all linkages and relationships among CALFED actions; it
1s intended to establish an overall framework within which the needed specificity will be created. CALFED is
committed to identifying Program linkages in significantly greater detail as Program detail emerges through the
implementation planning process.

12.7 Management and Governance

WQ 12.7.0-1
Any project actions taken prior to legislative authorization for CALFED to contract on its own will be conducted
through existing agencies and will be subject to current laws and regulations. The implementation schedule is
discussed in response WQ 12.5-5.
12.7.1 Water Quality Program

wQ 12.7.1-1

No state or federal agency is required to take action based on any CALFED work group or council decision. All
state and federal agencies have individual mandates and authorities that CALFED cannot override.
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12.7.3 Water Quality Policy Team

WQ 12.7.3-1

CALFED recognizes efforts are in progress through the CVRWQCB, with the assistance of urban water agencies,
to develop a Drinking Water Protection Policy. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider
whether to recommend CALFED policy-level and financial support for development of a Drinking Water
Protection Policy. A recommendation from the Council would go to the BDAC and CALFED management for
a decision.

12.7.5 Delta Drinking Water Council

WQ 12.7.5-1

The Delta Drinking Water Council is being formed as a subcommittee of the BDAC as required under federal law
pertaining to public involvement. CALFED has invited the participation of stakeholders representing Contra
Costa Water District, Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, Helix Water District, Solano County Water
Agency, City of Los Angeles, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, and Santa Clara Valley
Water District. While the Council will report directly to the BDAC, Council representatives also will be invited
to appear before the CALFED Policy Group as appropriate when Council recommendationsare being considered.
It is anticipated that the Council will play a strong role in recommending drinking water quality matters for Policy
Group consideration and adoption. In the event that the Policy Group should, on occasion, decide not to follow
the recommendations of the Council, it is anticipated that clear reasons for not accepting Council
recommendations will be provided.

WQ 12.7.5-2

Invitations for membership on the Delta Drinking Water Council have been sent to key stakeholders, including
representatives of agencies producing and distributing drinking water taken from various locations in the Delta.
This group is intended to be a close working group that will provide the needed coordination of drinking water
agency and CALFED actions to efficiently pursue improvement of public health protection. Representation on
the Council was designed to enhance this coordination. Asdrinking water considerations are critical to the future
of the Bay-Delta system, the Council is composed of a range of stakeholders who will be affected by CALFED
actions directed at drinking water quality improvement. This representation is considered proportionate and
appropriate.

WQ 12.7.5-3
The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for a dedicated Water Quality Account to

fund drinking water actions. The Council may recommend to the CALFED Policy Group that such an account
be established.

WQ 12.7.5-4

The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider whether to recommend interim water quality
milestones for adoption by the CALFED Policy Group. If the Council has done its work and the Policy Group
has adopted interim water quality milestones by the time of finalizing the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the milestones
will be included in the final Programmatic EIS/EIR.
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12.7.7 Water Quality Technical Group

WQ 12.7.7-1

Please refer to response WQ 1.5-1 for a response to this comment.

WQ 12.7.7-2

Capturing stormwater flows for groundwater recharge is an excellent idea and one that will be studied in the
CALFED Integrated Storage Investigation. Among the issues addressed will be the feasibility of capturing storm
flows and infiltrating the stormwater into the groundwater without causing adverse effects on soil conditions or
on groundwater. The faster that water is allowed to infiltrate (usually through a coarse soil such as sand), the
higher the likelihood of contamination of the aquifer from the infiltrated water. In the Central Valley, raising
groundwater levels can be helpful in most places. We must be careful not to mobilize toxics with a higher water
table. The investigation should address these issues.

WQ 12.7.7-3

The use of tule marshes and other detention basins is being considered for the reduction of toxic contaminants
in the stormwater treatment evaluation. CALFED has not yet funded these studies but may contribute to studies
of this nature in the future. Some of the main concerns that need to be answered are whether contaminants
filtered out of stormwater in such systems render the detention basin or tule marsh more ecologically damaging.
In terms of groundwater infiltration, such marshes on the perimeter of the Delta frequently have clay soils that
promote retention of water—which makes the marsh but also precludes infiltration of water.

WQ 12.7.7-4

CALFED does not have authority over water rights and cannot change overdraft practices that have led to
depletion of the aquifers. However, CALFED is promoting some actions that are designed to reduce the need for
releases to meet a salinity standard in the San Joaquin River. CALFED does not have authority over releases from
any water containment system and therefore is not able to offer assurances on how releases are made. CALFED
does not impose regulatory criteria in the river, but CALFED may participate in studies to support technically
defensible salinity goals in the river. If salinity goals, or some regulatory equivalent, are met at all points in the
river, releases would not be required. To this end, the WQPP proposes activities that would remove salt from
agricultural return or drain water. Reusing drain water to its fullest will also reduce salinity by conserving flows
in the river.

WQ 12.7.7-5

Although groundwater recharge is being contemplated, environmental reviews and feasibility studies have not been
completed. In those activities, water quality will be considered. In addition to salts and metals, pH, hardness,
pathogens, and other contaminants will be evaluated. It is essential that aquifers not be contaminated and that
existing water purveyors be protected.
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2.8 Finance Strategy

WQ 12.8-1

The CALFED drinking water objective is to protect the health of consumers by pursuing measures such as source
control, alternate source waters, and treatment. To fully protect public health, the water must be safe to drink
when 1t arrives at the taps of consumers. Accordingly, actions that may affect all parts of the system from source
waters, through treatment, to delivery of finished drinking water to consumers is within the identified scope of
the CALFED Program. The appropriate division of investments among the various approaches must be
determined with the involvement of the stakeholders. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are
venues through which public involvement is enabled. CALFED welcomes all interested parties to participate in

helping to determine the most appropriate emphases for correcting drinking water problems associated with Delta
waters.

WQ 12.8-2

Wastewater recycling through groundwater recharge and other means is a high priority for CALFED.
Accordingly, studies of health effects associated with such projects are within the scope of activities in which
CALFED may participate.

WQ 12.8-3

As stated previously, CALFED actions are intended to add scientific and economic consideration to the
development of water quality objectives and to control measures. This is evident in the role of CALFED in the
low DO efforts in the San Joaquin River. CALFED is paying for the technical investigation of causes and sources
of oxygen-depleting substances and is proposing to fund investigation of their control. The adaptive management
process used by the Low DO Group simply changes focus toward more effective studies or systems and does not
compromise assurances gained in the process. In doing so, it is intended that the new studies and control systers
adhere to sound technical credibility. All of these processes are open to interested parties, to ensure that individual
assurances are not jeopardized by advancing science.

12.9  Adaptive Management Strategy

WQ 12.9.0-1

The list of actions on pages 114 through 118 in the June 1999 Revised Phase Il Report are abbreviated summaries
of Stage 1 actions that are intended to be completed in the first 7 years of the Program. FEarly implementation
actions pages 12-17 and 12-18 in the June 1999 WQPP are actions that are intended for implementation within the
first 2 years of the Program. The latter table (Table 3) provides much greater detail on the intended actions. These
actions were meant to correspond to specific summaries of activities listed in the June 1999 Revised Phase I
Report. Upon review, some early implementation actions may not have been adequately described in the June
1999 Revised Phase II Report summaries. Through the stakeholder process, some other early implementation
actions have been moved up in priority. These priority changes were not reflected entirely in the June 1999
Revised Phase Il Report. The two lists have been further reviewed and revised for accuracy in the Revised Phase I
Report. Tables 3 and 4 have been deleted from the WQPP; however, similar information can be found in the
Implementation Plan.
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WATER TRANSFER PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

0. General Responses

WT 00-1

Requiring water suppliers to meet water use efficiency requirements in order to participate in a water transfer will
not likely impede a water market. This requirement, as currently discussed in the Water Use Efficiency Program
Plan, is that a water supplier will participate in urban or agricultural planning and implementation programs that
are administered by the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) and the Agricultural Water
Management Council (AWMC). A key aspect of these programs focuses on the identification of feasible
conservation measures, not necessarily the immediate implementation. Therefore, a water supplier could easily
be in compliance with the council’s process prior to implementing all feasible conservation measures. They would
then be able to participate in a water transfer by acquiring water (buyer) until feasible conservation measures can
be put in place or generating revenue (seller) to finance water conservation measures.

WT 00-2

The Water Transfer Program Plan does not attempt to estimate the potential volume of water that may be
transferred under any particular market conditions. Not only is it extremely difficult to understand the reaction
of buyers and sellers to market, water resource, and local conditions, it is also difficult to estimate how much water
could physically be transferred in a given year because of capacity constraints. The Water Transfer Program is
intended to resolve issues regarding the functions of a market: operational and technical rules; third-party resource
protections, and conveyance opportunities. The Preferred Program Alternative does not include any specific
transfer as part of the Water Transfer Program. (Other elements of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program [CALFED
Program), such as the Ecosystem Restoration Program, do identify water transfer actions. These actions will obtain
temporary water supplies for in-stream flow purposes and will be subject to project-specific environmental
compliance when willing sellers are identified.)

WT 00-3

Water transfers are based on the premise of a voluntary transaction between a willing seller and a willing buyer.
Transfers on this basis have been occurring for several years. The Water Transfer Program simply seeks to
improve the structure in which this current water transfer market operates. CALFED is not in the business of
developing specific water transfer proposals (except for programs funded through CALFED that may seek to
purchase water from willing sellers to augment in-stream flows). Specific transfer proposals will continue to be
developed by local interests interested in participating in a water market.

CALFED is not attempting to discourage or promote particular water transfers intended to move water from one
area of the state to another. CALFED is not halting water transfers until such time as new storage is developed.

CALFED is not implementing actions that would result in mandatory or uncompensated water transfers.

Many stakeholders have expressed concern that CALFED will promote transfers that violate water rights
established in the California Water Code, adversely affecting both local surface water and groundwater resources.
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This concern is groundless. The Water Transfer Program entails changes, clarifications, and enhancements to
approval procedures, operational requirements (e.g., reservoir refill and carriage water requirements), and analysis
and disclosure requirements. Nothing in the program changes existing water rights or other California Water Code
provisions such as the “no injury” rule, authorizes inappropriate transfers, or stops appropriate transactions.

CALFED agencies with transfer approval jurisdiction intend to add a new condition that will require transfer
proponents to provide an analysis of potential groundwater impacts. This information will result in increased
understanding of groundwater impacts that may be associated with a proposed transfer and allow for approval,
conditioning, or denial of the proposal by the appropriate regulating entity based on information that may have
otherwise not been provided.

It should also be noted that, as of October 1999, Governor Davis has signed legislation (Senate Bill [SB] 970) that
includes additional water rights protection provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these
provisions to provide additional water rights protection to those who offer their water for temporary transfer to
other users, including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill sufficiently addresses the issue
of whether additional water rights protection is needed. It should be noted that SB 970 also attempted to shorten
and streamline the approval process administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

WT 00-4

A viable water market exists today—“interim rules” already are in place. As discussed in Section 2 in the Water
Transfer Program Plan, hundreds of thousands of acre-feet of water are transferred between various water users
throughout the state each year. Nevertheless, certain problems with water transfers are yet to be fully resolved.
In this context, the CALFED agencies developed the Water Transfer Program. The program focuses on resolving
these problems while facilitating the further development of the water market.

For instance, statutes and rules governing water transfers exist at both the state and federal levels, but in the
absence of case law or SWRCB precedent, everyone does not agree with their interpretation and application by
the entities granted jurisdictional authority. CALFED has identified programmatic-level actions to clarify and
standardize these rules. Because the rules are complex and each transfer situation is unique, it could take several
months to years to make changes to the existing rules and procedures. In the meantime, deliberations at the

SWRCB on specific water transfers may help to provide more immediate clarity on interpreting a few provisions
of the California Water Code.

Additional related information is found in responses W'T 4-7 and WT 4.5.1-2.

W'T 00-5

CALFED is a consortium of state and federal agencies with water or environmental management responsibilities
in the Bay-Delta system. Therefore, the decision makers of CALFED are the same agencies that are active in
discussing water transfer matters in forums outside CALFED. As part of CALFED, these same agencies are
working together to better define and disclose their water transfer policies and procedures, thus allowing CALFED
to find opportunities for improvement. However, as CALFED works toward solutions, stakeholders continue
to bring water transfer issues before the SWRCB and the California Legislature, hoping for rapid changes to be
implemented. Unfortunately, these actions take time and energy away from these same agencies participating as
part of CALFED. In the absence of specific policy direction and/or authority to do otherwise, particular
CALFED agencies will operate under their current policies and positions. CALFED's objective is to facilitate
consensus that may lead to changes in these policies when and where they may be appropriate.
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WT 00-6

Performance criteria developed for the Water Transfer Program will consist of ensuring that actions identified in
Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan are implemented, including establishment and funding of a
clearinghouse and adoption by state and federal approving agencies of additional impact disclosure requirements.
In essence, a performance criterion could be developed for each of the actions listed in Section 4 in the program
plan. These performance criteria should be able to be easily met and implemented.

WT 00-7

As stated in other sections in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the Preferred Program Alternative does not include land
fallowing as a direct means of obtaining water supplies. Land fallowing, however, may result from locally initiated
water transfer proposals, Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, and Levee System Integrity Program actions.
Several of these actions are intended to improve habitat and levee integrity but are not included as a water supply

measure. Any changes to the use of water associated with these lands would need to be discussed with the water
rights holder at the time of the specific action.

WT 00-8

The Programmatic EIS/EIR does not include a description of historical transfers and their benefits to both the
buying and selling participants and regions, but substantial benefits for all parties can be achieved from properly
designed and executed water transfers. Not only can a transfer provide a revenue stream for one-time capital
expenditures, it can also provide a useful revenue stream to assist economic sustainability and regional water
resource goals for a community—if proactively planned with the appropriate project “ownership.”

WT 00-9

Water transfers involve a change in the use of water rights on a temporary or permanent basis. For transfers
subject to SWRCB jurisdiction, the water rights holder must petition for a change. CALFED has no intention of
changing this basic premise. Generally, a water user who is provided water through a water right held by a water
supplier does not have the authority to transfer that water without the water rights holder’s (supplier’s)
permission. In the case of the Central Valley Project (CVP), federal law allows for “user™initiated transfers, but
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), as a practical matter, still gives the district-specific oversight
authority prior to federal approval.

WT 00-10

Parties proposing water transfers need to be able to document how much water is to be made available for transfer
and what action or actions are responsible for that availability. Such assessments require proponents to satisfy the
queries of other legal users that “real” water is available. The best way to accomplish this is through comprehensive
measurement systems that document water movement throughout a particular system—whether that be a
reservoir, a district delivery system, or a farmer’s irrigation system. Documentation does not necessitate metering
of every field delivery.

WT 00-11
Water transfers are one of several water management tools included in the Preferred Program Alternative.
CALFED is assuming that the current water market will continue to function and, with CALFED’s

improvements, will be stronger in the future. However, other aspects of the Program do not depend on changes
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to the existing water market. Even given the existing water market, CALFED’s other actions will still be
implementable and will move the State toward a long-term solution.

WT 00-12

Parties proposing water transfers need to be able to document how much water is available for transfer and what
action or actions result in that availability. Such assessments allow proponents to demonstrate that “real” water
is available. Water currently flowing to degraded groundwater or salt sinks is an ideal example of real water that
can be conserved and made available to transfer. Other examples include reservoir reoperations, land fallowing,
and conjunctive use. Regardless of the method used to make water available for transfer, the transfer must satisfy
the California Water Code’s “no injury” rule with respect to legal users of water, including in-Delta water rights

holders.

WT 00-13

This comment speculates on the possible outcome of Phase 8 of the SWRCB’s Bay-Delta proceedings. The Water
Transfer Program Plan makes no assumption about any specific result of that proceeding with respect to water
allocations. The program plan assumes only that a voluntary, willing seller/willing buyer water transfer market
is part of the water management landscape in California and will continue to be an important tool for water
management in the future. The program also acknowledges that water transfers in and of themselves do not create
additional water supply, but they do play a role in a complete solution to the long-term water management

problems of the state. This issue is also addressed in the components on water use efficiency, conjunctive use, and
storage.

WT 00-14

The existing water market indicates that the price paid to the seller ranges from $20 to $200 an acre-foot. It is likely
that increased competition for the limited amount of water made available by willing sellers will raise these prices.
However, it is very unlikely that this price will increase so high that no one will be farming. This is primarily
because of other options, such as water conservation, water recycling, and even sea water or brackish water
desalting that become more competitive as the price for water on the market increases. These options also can be
more reliable as a local supply and have other advantages over water transfers.

Furthermore, according to the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) Bulletin 160-98, the demand for
municipal and industrial (M&I) water will be about 40 percent of total agricultural use in 2020. Even if all M&I
demand was met with agricultural transfers, it would not put agriculture out of business.

WT 00-15

The CALFED Program’s proposal to in part condition the construction of new storage on making improvements
in the structure of the water transfer market is likely to be satisfied by implementing the actions described in the
Water Transfer Program Plan. There are no target quantities in this proposed condition. The condition could be
satisfied, for instance, by implementing the water transfer information clearinghouse, clarifying definitions of
transferable water, and having agencies adopt additional disclosure requirements.
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WT 00-16

The requirement to show efficient use by both the buyer and the seller in a water transfer transaction is based on
the premise that all water users should be using water in the most efficient manner feasible (as discussed in the
Water Use Efficiency Program Plan). This requirement would be satisfied by a seller being in compliance with
planning and implementation guidelines developed and administered by the CUWCC and the AWMC.

Furthermore, CALFED is not involved in the Colorado River 4.4 Plan negotiations or in any legislation relating
to It.

WT 00-17

CALFED has included actions to improve the current California water market as one of several water
management tools to help improve water supply reliability for all uses. Therefore, the working definition of a
water market is simply that which exists already. CALFED is not trying to create a new market in order to shift
substantial volumes of water from seller to buyers. Vast amounts of water do not need to be transferred for a
“market” to exist. CALFED is trying to improve processes and protocols that provide the oversight in order to
ensure that the existing market functions more effectively.

1.1 Why CALFED Has Included Water Transfers in the Preferred Program Alternative

WT 1.1-1

Attachment 1 to the Water Transfer Program Plan lists the participants in the Bay-Delta Advisory Committee’s
(BDAC’s) Water Transfer Work Group. The group met monthly for over a year, from August 1997 until
November 1998. Although the participation of members listed in the attachment fluctuated, most were present
at one or more of the 14 meetings held. This group was instrumental in helping to identify issues and constraints
and to develop and discuss potential solution options.

WT 1.1-2

The Water Transfer Program Plan does not propose any changes to current legal requirements for water transfers,
except that specified information regarding a proposed transfer would be provided to the Water Transfer
Clearinghouse and, in some cases, proponents may need to provide some additional impact assessments. The
clearinghouse would not have any regulatory authority over a transfer (see response WT 4.4.1-10). The program
plan recognizes that water transfers must be developed by local interests and will be subject to local control and
approval, subject also to applicable federal and state law and the regulatory jurisdiction of the SWRCB.

1.2 The Role of Water Transfers in Water Management

WT 1.2-1

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, water transfers are considered to be one of many
water supply management tools available to help resolve current water conflicts. Water transfers are based on the
premise of “willing seller/willing buyer” and will continue to help meet water supply needs as hydrology and
regulations continue to change. However, because markets are based on the willingness to sell, CALFED cannot
readily predict the quantity of water that may be made available for sale under different conditions. Even without
this information, the CALFED agencies believe that it is inaccurate to assume that water transfers are a threat to
responsible planning. Responsible planning is a fundamental precept of the CALFED Program and, as a result,
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CALFED has developed the Preferred Program Alternative that combines numerous complex and inter-linked
actions to resolve a statewide problem. Additional related information is found in responses WT 1.2-8 and

WT 4.4-2.

WT 1.2-2

The potential benefits offered by water transfers identified in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are
not applicable in all cases nor in all regions of the state. Each benefit, however, is a legitimate one that has been
achieved by one or more transfers in the past. CALFED does not assume that any future water transfers would
provide all of these benefits. Benefits will be case specific. In other words, some water transfers will be based on
actions that do not reallocate one beneficial use for another (for example, conservation of flows to saline sinks),
while other transfers are basically a reallocation of one use of water to another. Regardless of the type of transfer,
all water transfers are subject to state and federal laws intended to protect other legal water users (including
groundwater users) and the environment from adverse impacts due to the transfer.

Furthermore, CALFED recognizes that water transfers are not a source of “new” water. Rather, they are a
mechanism to allow water to move between water rights holders and other users, including the environment.
Refer to response WT 1.2-4 for additional information.

WT 1.2-3

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, one of the primary benefits of water transfers
is “helping to relieve the mismatch ... by moving water available in one area to satisfy needs in another area.” This
is a broad description for allowing the reallocation, on a temporary or permanent basis, of water diverted for one
use to be transferred for use elsewhere. Transfers shift existing water uses and generally do not result in additional
diversions from the environment, although they can result in a change in the timing of those diversions. (For
instance, if some water currently diverted to export regions for agricultural uses was transferred to an urban use
[also in the export area] through land fallowing or conservation activities, future demands for increased export

diversions to meet growing urban needs could be reduced, although existing diversions levels would remain
constant.)

This also means that water transfers can provide water for other uses within the same basin. Transfers do not
necessarily result in water moving out of a basin.

WT 1.2-4

Water transfers are simply the legal mechanism to move water between legal users of that water. If conservation
efforts reduce evaporation or reduce water flowing to unusable groundwater sources, it is the conservation effort
that creates the “new” water, not the transfer activity. This is an important distinction. The statutes and policies
that govern water transfers are based on how the water is made available to transfer, not on the simple fact that
there is a “transfer.” For instance, water quantities expected to be made available through conservation, land
fallowing, reservoir reoperation, contract entitlement shifts, or other mechanisms need to satisfy particular tests
to ensure that those quantities truly exist and that they can legally be transferred from one user to another.
CALFED agrees that many mechanisms can create new water, but it is not the transfer that does so. It is the
method employed by the water user to implement a change in the place of use. The SWRCB treats a transfer
proposal as an application for a “change” of a water right. The transfer is simply the mechanism to move the water
made available through some action.
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WT 1.2-5

CALFED agrees that water transfers can result in the movement of water between uses with different economic
values. However, CALFED is not trying to direct a certain type of market. A market needs to operate with
relative freedom to allow the value of water to users and the State’s economy to determine who is willing to sell,
who is willing to buy, and at what price. The Water Transfer Program is improving the framework within which
this market will continue to function (the policies, rules, and protocols). Some water may be transferred from
“low-value” uses to “high-value” uses, if the willingness exists. This is a difficult scenario to evaluate in a
programmatic document. Therefore, the Water Management Strategy refinement process may be the more
appropriate location to perform different “willingness to sell” scenarios. This work is already underway and is
envisioned as a tool for helping to make decisions during Stage 1.

WT 1.2-6

The CALFED agencies do not believe that all water currently put to beneficial use in the Sacramento Valley will
be transferred to areas outside the Sacramento Valley. However, one of the Water Transfer Program objectives
is that more analysis and disclosure of potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, of water transfers be part
of the public debate on specific transfer proposals.

WT 1.2-7

Woater transfers can be designed to operate on several different time frames. One-year, annual long-term, optional
shortage contingencies, and permanent transfer of water rights are all examples. The Owens Valley example cited
by many stakeholders as a reason to be concerned with protecting water rights is actually an instance of a
permanent sale of water rights. Although the permanent transfer of water rights may still occur, the majority of
transfers that have been happening and are anticipated by buyers and sellers are 1-year transfers and various types
of long-term arrangements with life spans of 5, 10, or 20 years. The current transfer provisions in the California
Water Code specify that transfers of this sort do not change the underlying water rights.

Furthermore, as of October 1999, Governor Davis has signed legislation (SB 970) that includes additional water
rights protection provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these provisions to provide
additional water rights protections to those who offer their water for sale—helping to further ensure that water
rights held by many northern California interests would not be put at risk by offering water for temporary
transfer to other users, including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill removes the need
for additional water rights protections.

WT 1.2-8
Water transfers will continue to be governed by California water rights law. Actions taken by the United States
or other countries under agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement will not undermine the

State’s system of water rights.

1.2.1 Relationship to Other Programs

WT 1.2.1-1
As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the CALFED agencies believe that storage and
conveyance must be enhanced to allow transfers to play an optimal role in statewide water management (this

enhancement is described more fully in the Phase II Report). However, even without improvements in storage
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or conveyance, CALFED intends to resolve issues that constrain the existing transfer market, including such issues
as third-party impacts, operational rules, and approval processes.

WT 1.2.1-2

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the Preferred Program Alternative includes
several mechanisms to ensure that water is available for augmenting in-stream flows or for improving the health
of fisheries. One such mechanism is water transfers—purchasing water from a willing seller. The Water Transfer
Program is improving the framework within which transfers operate. The transfer program, however, is not where
specific water transfer needs are discussed. These and other mechanisms, including regulatory actions, fish screens,
flexibility in Delta operating standards, the Environmental Water Account, and habitat restoration—to name a
few—are discussed in other parts of the Preferred Program Alternative. The Water Transfer Program is evaluating
additional mechanisms described in Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, such as improved tracking and
monitoring protocols for water transferred to the environment and the possibility of establishing additional
protections for in-stream flows. CALFED sees water transfers and improvements in the water transfer framework
as one tool to be used in achieving the goal of a healthy ecosystem.

2. Water Transfers Defined

WT 2-1

As discussed in the sidebar in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED is not in the water
transfer business. Because of the Program’s focus on the structure and operation of the water market, analysis of
specific water transfers is not appropriate in this programmatic environmental document. As willing sellers and
willing buyers continue to come together, individual transfer proposals will need to comply with state and/or
federal regulatory and environmental requirements. At such time, these transfers will necessarily undergo more
detailed analysis to ensure that water rights are protected, third-party impacts are appropriately handled, and
environmental impacts are avoided or mitigated.

21 Water Transfer Law and Policy: State and Federal

WT 2.1-1

The overview of water transfer law in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan was intended to be just
that, an overview. CALFED will consider expanding some aspects of the overview to try to articulate Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) provisions and how they interact with state law, and to explain the
definition of “imported water” as used by the SWRCB.

WT 2.1-2

The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or over the application
of the “no injury” rule in state law. CALFED does not intend to recommend changes to the current system of
water rights as defined in the California Water Code. The program plan recognizes and attempts to describe how
Water Code sections such as the “no injury” rule are generally applied by the regulatory agencies.

Individual water transfer proposals will be subject to applicable federal and state law and, in some cases, the
regulatory jurisdiction of the SWRCB. The SWRCB has no authority to directly address groundwater rights but
does consider impacts on groundwater users as part of its evaluation of “no injury” for specific water transfer
proposals.

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan WT-8 Response to Comments, Volume 11



Furthermore, provisions in the Water Code do require water transfer proposals to satisfy’ groundwater
management requirements as one aspect of approval (for instance, Section 1745.10). Most proposed transfers do
not fall under these provisions, however.

To help with this situation, as stated in Section 4.4.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED is
recommending that agencies with review authority require transfer applicants to provide groundwater impacts
assessments prior to review of the application. This disclosure requirement is intended to provide analysis when
it otherwise may not be required.

WT 2.1-3

The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or over the application
of the “no injury” rule in state law. CALFED does not intend to recommend changes to the current system of
water rights as defined in the California Water Code. Individual water transfer proposals will be subject to
applicable federal and state law and, in some cases, the regulatory jurisdiction of the SWRCB. CALFED is not
intending to promote one type of transfer over another.

3.3 Environmental, Socioeconomic, and Water Resources Protection

WT 3.3-1

The potential solution options identified for each issue in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan were
developed through numerous stakeholder and inter-agency meetings. The strategic plan of action to resolve each
of these issues is described in Section 4 in the program plan. For each issue, only one solution option was brought
forward. The selected option was the result of many months of stakeholder and CALFED agency meetings and
discussions. The solutions chosen typically do not fully satisfy all stakeholders and CALFED agencies. They do,
however, represent consensus solutions that provide some satisfaction to all parties. Most of these actions will not
require legislation and can be implemented within the existing framework of laws, statutes, and policies.

3.3.1 Third-Party Socioeconomic Impacts

WT 3.3.1-1

The potential for third-party water quality degradation in export areas due to low-quality source water transferred
into the area is limited. This concern is generally resolved through requirements placed by the approving agency
(DWR, Reclamation, or SWRCB) on the source water provider to meet particular water quality requirements.
For instance, prior to directing transferred water into the California Aqueduct, DWR requires the proponent to
ensure that the water being introduced passes particular water quality standards. Water quality requirements such
as these are generally the rule. In some situations, however, the approving agency may allow the standards to be
violated, which may result in some impacts. These circumstances will continue to be handled on a case-by-case
basis and do not lend themselves to a universal solution.

3.3.2 Groundwater Resource Protection

WT 3.3.2-1
The CALFED Program has developed a set of conjunctive use principles that articulate the need for local
ownership, local involvement, and local acceptance of conjunctive use projects—including a need to adequately

address third-party concerns. These principles can be found in the Phase I Report.
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3.3.5 In-Stream Flow (Section 1707) Transfers

WT 3.3.5-1

Water Code Section 1243 provides that the use of water for recreation and preservation and enhancement of fish
and wildlife resources is a beneficial use of water. When the SWRCB receives an application to appropriate water
for other beneficial uses, the SWRCB must notify the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), which
may make recommendations to the SWRCB regarding the amount of water required for the preservation and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. Pursuant to Sections 1243 and 1243.5 and the recommendation
received from DFG, the SWRCB may impose conditions on a permit or license for the preservation or
enhancement of fish and wildlife. However, Section 1243 does not authorize the SWRCB to receive an application
or issue a permit for an in-stream appropriation. An appropriative water right requires a diversion of water for
some reasonable and beneficial use.

Section 1707 provides that a water user entitled to the use of water, under any type of water right, may petition
the SWRCB for a change in purpose of use to preserve or enhance wetlands, fish, wildlife or recreation in or on
the water. The proposed use does not require a diversion of water. The SWRCB must make certain findings to
approve a Section 1707 change petition, including no increase in the amount of water used and no unreasonable
effect on another legal use of water. A Section 1707 transfer could result in the dedication of water held under any
type of water right to environmental purposes. Presumably, this could reduce the amount of water available for
downstream users, depending on the place and purpose of use of the water (for example, Delta outflow). The
SWRCB would need to make a finding that any such reduction in availability does not constitute an “unreasonable
effect” on another legal user of water.

3.4.1 Transferable Water and the “No Injury” Rule

WT 3.4.1-1

Several California court decisions over the past few decades have confirmed that the importer of water into an area
retains the right to use return flows and the right to capture and use imported water that has percolated to the
underground. This is in essence the concept of water banking. However, California law also distinguishes
between the use of groundwater on overlying lands and the appropriation of groundwater for use on, or transfer
to, nonoverlying lands. Such use is treated as an appropriation of groundwater and has a lower priority than
overlying use of groundwater. The water transfer rules of the CVPIA and the provisions in CVP water service
contracts appear to be consistent with these concepts.

Regarding return flows, CVP contracts typically provide that the United States retains the right to all seepage and
return flows that leave the contractor’s service area while recognizing the right of the contractor or those claiming
under the contractor to make reasonable and beneficial use of such water. Reasonable and beneficial use of such
water could include the transfer of such water but only if the water were otherwise transferable under State law—
which, in most cases, is subject to the “no injury” rule (i.e., that the transfer of the water should not injure another
legal user of water.)

It would appear that the potential for conflict between the federal and state law would arise not when the
contractor or a water user of the contractor proposed to transfer a saved return flow, but rather when the return
flow leaves the contractor’s service area and a downstream user claimed a right to such water as abandoned or
unappropriated against a claim of the United States that such water was still CVP water under the control of
Reclamation.
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With respect to groundwater, CVP contracts have typically provided, somewhat indirectly, that project water,
once it has percolated to the underground, is no longer considered to be CVP water when it is pumped and used
by overlying landowners. The provision in question specifically deals with the case where groundwater is pumped
and used on lands that are not eligible for CVP water. By providing that such use is not deemed to be a furnishing
of project water to an ineligible user, the contract establishes the clear implication that water applied under a CVP
contract, once it has become percolating groundwater, is no longer project water. At that point, consequently,
state law on groundwater applies rather than any rules of federal law or contract.

As noted above, the transfer of groundwater—if the place of use is not on overlying lands—is generally treated as
an appropriation of groundwater. As a general rule, only water surplus to the needs of the overlying users can
be appropriated (transferred) or used on non-overlying lands. In an area where overlying use exceeds the safe yield
of the groundwater basin, no groundwater is available for appropriation or transfer, irrespective of the original
source of the groundwater. Note that this is not inconsistent with the idea that the importer of water retains the
right of use of such water, even after it has percolated to the underground, only that the importer of such water
may not have the right to transfer such water to non-overlying lands. There are, of course, exceptions to these
rules, particularly in certain southern California basins, where the rules of mutual prescription have been applied
or where the groundwater basin has been adjudicated.

The application of these rules do not preclude the scenario posited in the comment wherein a CVP or SWP
contractor takes measures on a district-wide basis to reduce the total amount of deep percolation resulting from
application of project water and then transfers the saved contractual entitlement. However, in many cases, such
a transfer would be subject to the “no injury” rule of Water Code Sections 1702, 1706, or 1725. This is a function
of state law, not federal rules, as the comment suggests. It should also be noted that, in general, one of the original
purposes of the CVP, particularly in the San Joaquin Valley, was to operate on a conjunctive use basis (i.e., to
provide surface water in years of surplus so that local water users could conserve their groundwater for use in dry
years). The comment suggests that, but does not make clear how, federal water transfer rules are not consistent
with project purposes.

The comment also suggests that the development of a water transfer market would be encouraged or promoted
by treating the pumping and usage of groundwater incidentally recharged by the application or delivery of project
water to a CVP contract service area as a use of project water, and charging for such water at the project water rate.
Tt is not clear how this could be consistent with state law. Neither the state nor the federal government has any
jurisdiction (with the exception of groundwater basins adjudicated under state law) to regulate or manage the
extraction of groundwater; as noted above, once the applied water has percolated to the underground, it loses any
characteristic of project water. As the comment notes, there are cases where local agencies, pursuant to state law,
manage their own groundwater basin, including the impositions of pump taxes or benefit assessments. Nothing
in the CVPIA or the CVP water service contracts prohibits CVP contractors from implementing these same kinds
of programs. In fact, one of the examples cited in the comment is a CVP contractor.

WT 3.4.1-2

CALFED did not create the definitions or rules for saved or conserved water or the concept of “real water.” This
section in the Water Transfer Program Plan attempts to objectively describe how the existing law is interpreted
and applied by the agencies (primarily, the SWRCB, DWR, and Reclamation) with varying degrees of jurisdiction
over water transfers. The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or
over the application of the “no injury” rule of state law. The program plan recognizes and attempts to describe
how the “no injury” rule is generally applied by the regulatory agencies. The program plan specifically recognizes
the difference in opinion among various interests as to how the “no injury” rule should apply to some types of
transfers and the differences in viewpoints about the transferability of saved or conserved water. The intent of the
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program plan is to identify and describe these issues and to propose solutions or solution processes that will
facilitate the further development of the already existing water transfer market, while protecting local water rights
and interests. Solutions are presented in Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, not in Section 3.

The comment accurately states the problem of interpretation of Water Code provisions by noting that, in the
Sacramento Valley, tailwater or return flows that are not recaptured for direct use by the diverter generally return
to the system. This fact directly highlights the problem of transferability of saved or conserved water, since one
of the tests of transferability is whether the water would be used downstream in the absence of the transfer (i.e.,
would return to the system). If so, the “no injury” rule is applicable and the transfer could not be approved. The
comment states an interpretation of the “no injury” rule that is inconsistent with the interpretation made by the
SWRCB. Not all conserved or saved water is transferable. Saved or conserved water may be transferable if it
meets the transferability tests of other provisions of California water law, such as the “no injury” rule. The
seniority of a water right is irrelevant to the determination of the applicability of the “no injury” rule.

3.4.3 Operations Criteria and Carriage Water Requirements

WT 3.4.3-1

CALFED agrees that the following statement (on page 3-11 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan) is not
completely accurate and has deleted the sentence from the final document:

“The conveyance of transferred water may reduce Delta outflows, thereby requiring additional releases
from storage to maintain compliance with operating criteria.”

3.4.4 Reservoir Refill Criteria

WT 3.4.4-1

The Water Transfer Program Plan accurately states that “Transferors of stored water contend that their actions
do not cause harm to other legal users of water.” The CALFED agencies believe that the issue descriptions
adequately portray the issue. More emphasis should be placed on considering the solutions discussed in Section 4
in the program plan. The CALFED agencies are committed to standardizing the application of refill criteria
through stakeholder interaction. This will occur early during Stage 1 implementation.

3.5.2 Priority of Transferred Water in New Facilities

WT 3.5.2-1
CALFED has not addressed this issue. Currently, the Preferred Program Alternative (see the Phase Il Report) does
not include a new conveyance facility. Therefore, discussions about how to pay for a portion of such a facility

to be available for water transfers is premature. Also see response WT 4.6.3-1.

4. Program Framework

WT 4-1

The Water Transfer Program Plan is CALFED’s strategic plan to improve the framework within which the water
market in California functions. Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan describes several actions and
processes for resolving issues. These are necessarily programmatic in nature, since the current phase of the
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CALFED Program is also programmatic. As stated in response WT 00-4, the existing California Water Code
provisions and articles of the 1992 CVPIA contain the “rules” governing current market functions. CALFED
agrees that they need to be improved but disagrees that there is no viable market in the meantime. Many
stakeholders have commented that they do not want the Water Transfer Program to adversely affect their current
ability to transfer water.

CALFED agrees with the immediate need to continue to move toward resolution of all the issues described in
Section 3 in the Water Transfer Program Plan. The actions and processes in Section 4 in the program plan describe
the work plan that CALFED is following. Early implementation of some of these actions is feasible and is
currently underway. Otherwise, implementation is expected during the early years of CALFED’s Stage 1. More
detailed descriptions of many of the actions have been included in the Water Transfer Program Plan.

WT 4-2

As described for many of the actions identified in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, stakeholder
involvement is critical to successful implementation of these actions. At this time, specific actions are described
only at a programmatic level. Thisis in part because of the need for more stakeholder interaction to discuss specific
components of each action. Plans for stakeholder involvement during Stage 1 are being developed and, in some
instances, are moving forward. For example, CALFED is working with the Bay-Delta Modeling Forum to
facilitate a public workshop in order to discuss appropriate modeling tools for estimating carriage water
requirements. Consensus on a tool will be reached only after such stakeholder interaction. Other actions will
require similar stakeholder involvement.

One of the reasons CALFED had limited stakeholder interaction during the few months prior to the release of
the Water Transfer Program Plan was because of a need to facilitate inter-agency discussions on several key issues
where CALFED agencies have jurisdiction. Clear disclosure of current interpretations by DWR and Reclamation
on particular Water Code provisions is essential for engaging stakeholders in useful interactions. Stakeholder
interaction will be increased for these types of issues during Stage 1 implementation.

WT 4-3

The concern is valid that CALFED agencies participating in the development of solutions for water transfer
constraints have a conflict of interest, because they themselves participate in markets and have water rights to
protect. However, these agencies also have legal authority and responsibility for water transfers under state and
federal statute, and are required to be involved in the review and approval of water transfer proposals. CALFED
hopes that actions described throughout this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan will help to eliminate
these concerns. For instance, developing standard definitions for transferable water is an important objective but
not very useful if those definitions are developed with absolutely no stakeholder interaction and debate. CALFED
recognizes that the key to moving forward with a market is for all water rights interests to agree to standardized
procedures for determining transferability. This task means that federal agencies buying water for streamflow
would be subject to the same rules and definitions as local public entities. This task will not be easy and will
require time and dedication by stakeholders to engage in objective discussions on such issues. As described in
response WT 4-2, stakeholder interaction will be increased as we move into implementation stages. The actions

described in the final Water Transfer Program Plan remain programmatic. Additional information is found in
response W'T 00-4.
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WT 4-4

Consistent terminology is vital to overcoming concerns about water transfers and allowing legitimate issues to be
addressed. Through the implementation of actions described throughout this section in the Water Transfer
Program Plan, CALFED will strive to build standard, mutually agreeable language for water transaction-related
terms. This will most likely manifest itself through the development of a web-based water transfer application
system, where adherence to and understanding of terms are critical to successfully inform water transfer interests
about requirements, procedures, and protocols.

WT 4-5
CALFED is not promoting a “free” water transfer market. The Water Transfer Program actions are intended to
improve the structure of the current water market, including many regulatory protections and protocols. This

section in the Water Transfer Program Plan fully describes the programmatic actions CALFED will implement
during Stage 1 (after the signing of the Record of Decision [ROD] on a Final Programmatic EIS/EIR).

WT 4-6

The actions listed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to result in similar
improvements to the current water market.

WT 4-7
CALFED agencies, especially DWR, Reclamation, and SWRCB, are all actively participating in developing
CALFED’s Water Transfer Program. These agencies are committed to resolving differences, improving

coordination, and working with stakeholders to make necessary improvements in the existing water market
framework.

4.1 Objectives Governing the Development of Solution Options

WT 4.1-1

CALFED agrees that criterion number 3 on page 4-2 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan should state
that “Water rights of any legal user must not be impaired.” This change has been incorporated.

WT 4.1-2

The objectives and criteria included in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan already embody this
principle.

4.4 Environmental, Socioeconomic, and Water Resources Protection Solutions

WT 4.4-1
As part of the effort to facilitate in-stream transfers under Water Code Section 1707, CALFED is developing
improved tracking and monitoring protocols to ensure that water designated for a particular downstream purpose
reaches its destination. California water law recognizes that multiple uses and benefits can be realized from the
same water. The water appropriation system allows downstream legal users of water to divert and put to beneficial

use any water that has been returned to a water system (abandoned) by an upstream water user. CALFED will
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formalize when and how those transferring water to the streams can use this provision to protect their
Investments.

In addition, all water transfer proposals that involve local agency action or review by state or federal agencies need
to comply with appropriate environmental impact assessment requirements. This legal requirement will not be
affected by actions of the Water Transfer Program and, in many instances, should be enhanced.

WT 4.4-2

Actions included in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to increase the level of
protection for third-party interests and improve understanding of water transfer benefits and impacts. Actions such
as potential additional analysis could seem counter-productive to proponents, but they are really intended to
address the realities, fears, and perceptions of third-party and source area interests. CALFED is concerned that a
lack of information and understanding of transfer impacts result in further barriers to viable water transfers.
However, this same lack of information can allow irresponsible transfers to be approved, resulting in unnecessary
impacts to local resources. It is CALFED’s belief that by being more forthright with information, transfer
proponents can alleviate many third-party concerns—by fully disclosing what may happen to local resources and
how such impacts will be avoided or mitigated. A water transfer market cannot function efficiently without a free
flow of information among transfer proponents and third-party interests. CALFED’s actions move toward that
long-term objective of a regulated and protective market that will provide local benefits, as well as benefits to the
buying and selling entity and region.

WT 4.4-3

CALFED agrees that water transfers should not result in significant, unmitigated impacts on low-income farm
workers. However, CALFED does not agree that a federally or state-mandated “tax” paid by proponents would
facilitate a water market; it may instead create an obligation that would discourage desirable transfers. (CALFED,
however, does not have any authority over local entities that are able to enact requirements, such as a tax.)
CALFED intends that efforts of the clearinghouse will help reduce the potential for adverse impacts to local work
forces by facilitating research and development of mitigation “tool boxes.” Project-specific mitigation may or may
not include fees to be paid. A universal tax is inappropriate.

WT 4.4-10

This response has been consolidated with response WT 4.4.1-10. Please refer to this response for an answer to
your comment.

4.4,1 Water Transfers Information Clearinghouse

WT 4.4.1-1

As discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, a clearinghouse would be created to perform
several functions. Through the facilitation and development of impact assessment tools and mitigation strategies,
the clearinghouse will be able to help third parties to ensure that their interests are considered in the evaluation
of water transfer proposals. The clearinghouse will develop a “toolbox” of mitigation strategies that will be useful
to local interests concerned about transfer impacts. The clearinghouse will also facilitate research regarding the
cause/effect relationships between changes in water management as a result of transfers and attributes such as local
groundwater resources, terrestrial habitats, and job base. The clearinghouse will also ensure that all information
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regarding a proposed transfer is publicly disclosed, so that local, state, and federal entities are better enabled to
make decisions with a full understanding of the proposed transfer.

WT 4.4.1-2

As referred to in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,
and Research Program (CMARP) concurs with the need for development of baseline hydrologic surface water and
groundwater information. Through the CMARP and the information clearinghouse, such information will be
developed. This type of general information should provide transfer proponents as well as local interests with a
broader understanding of basic configurations and relationships of their local water resources. Additionally,
monitoring of specific water transfer projects will need to be included as part of each water transfer proposal. One
way to ensure that this information is included is by developing mitigation and monitoring tools, as described in

response WT 4.4.1-1, for use by project proponents and local and state agencies with jurisdiction over a specific
water transfer.

WT 4.4.1-3

The term “if necessary” in this sentence refers to whether the proponent needs such a toolbox of mitigation
strategies. The clearinghouse will include a toolbox to be used by proponents “if necessary.”

WT 4.4.1-4

The clearinghouse described in the Water Transfer Program Plan will assist with disclosure of information through
the use of a web site. As applications are submitted to DWR, SWRCB, and/or Reclamation, the agencies will
forward the information to the clearinghouse for posting. (Currently, not all transfers are under the jurisdiction
of the SWRCB and may not be adequately noticed.) It will continue to be the responsibility of local interests to
monitor this information, to ensure that they know about proposed transfers that may affect them. The
clearinghouse may also provide a public forum, or ensure that one is provided, for a public discussion of proposed
transfers, as needed.

Legislation recently signed into law by Governor Davis (SB 970) adds provisions to the California Water Code
that impose some additional noticing requirements on transfer applicants.

Additional information is found in responses W'T 4.5-1 and WT 4.5.1-1.

WT 4.4.1-5

The clearinghouse will assist with developing a better understanding of the relationships between water sources,
transfers, and various “externalities” (for example, third-party impacts). Improved understanding should help to
ensure that water transfers occur when there is appropriate support for them and that necessary impacts are
mitigated. The Water Transfer Program, however, is based on the current system of water rights in California;
current law does not require that water rights holders be responsible for all impacts of a transfer. CALFED
anticipates that, by development and disclosure of better information and research findings, impacts that may
occur from a water transfer are better known and issues about responsibility can be more easily resolved.

WT 4.4.1-6

CALFED agrees that disclosure of environmental impact information associated with a proposed
transfer—regardless of its intended use for agricultural, urban, or environmental purposes—is necessary. It is the

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan WT-16 Response to Comments, Volume II



intent that the clearinghouse, upon receipt of a proposal, would post all relevant information, including all impact
reports, on a web site for public review. This posting is simply for disclosure purposes and does not initiate any
formal public review process. The reviewing and approving agencies (DWR, SWRCB, and Reclamation) would
provide the appropriate public involvement forums in accordance with existing legal requirements. In addition,

the web site will post all transfers, regardless of their purpose, when they are formally accepted for review by an
oversight agency.

WT 4.4.1-7

Any models developed or facilitated by CALFED to improve our collective understanding of groundwater and
surface water interactions would necessarily be directed toward specific basins or groups of basins. CALFED does
not intend that one Central Valley model be developed.

WT 4.4.1-8

The intra-district water transfers referenced in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are those that
happen when water users within a district transfer their surface water among each other. This type of transfer is
heavily practiced in districts such as Westlands Water District, a CVP contractor. CALFED does not see long-term
cumulative impact potential from such transfers. They require only the approval of the water district and involve
only water rights or water contracts that the district already holds. In recent years, Westlands Water District alone
has experienced several thousand water transactions among its growers.

WT 4.4.1-9

The referenced statement from the Water Transfer Program Plan is included in a section on optional functions
of a clearinghouse. The clearinghouse is not intended to be a new regulatory entity. Its primary function will be
public disclosure of proposed water transfers. However, the clearinghouse includes optional functions that could
be administered by clearinghouse staff on a contractual basis. The disclosure of information would be free to the
public—analysis or interpretation of any information may need to be contracted for on an individual basis.

WT 4.4.1-10
The two functions of the clearinghouse are to:
. Disclose information on proposed transfers through an electronic medium (web site or other) for
broader public access to the details of the transfer.
. Promote or facilitate data analysis of historical water transfers, and add new transfers to a database

asthey are approved to increase the overall understanding of relationships between water transfers
and real or perceived impacts.

The clearinghouse has no regulatory function. The clearinghouse does offer an opportunity for DWR, SWRCB,

and Reclamation to coordinate functions, standardize policies and procedures, and further streamline review
periods.
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4.4.2  Analysis Disclosure Requirements

WT 4.4.2-1

Water supply development by management of groundwater is a sound concept in many areas of the state.
Generally referred to as conjunctive use or groundwater banking, this process allows existing groundwater
resources to be managed to allow carryover of existing supplies or to produce additional water supplies—either
for use locally to meet growing needs or for temporary transfer. The potential for such projects varies throughout
regions of the state. If a project is developed for transferring water to another user, either directly or in
combination with a surface water supply, the Water Transfer Program recommends that approving agencies
require the seller to satisfy certain additional analysis and disclosure objectives. These requirements, discussed in
Section 4.4.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, should result in a transfer being developed and conditioned such
that local groundwater users are not adversely affected.

The CALFED agencies consider it inappropriate to limit local entities who wish to develop conjunctive use
projects for the local management of groundwater resources. Therefore, the program, including the conjunctive
use actions and principles described as part of the storage component of the Preferred Program Alternative (see
the Phase II Report), does not contain any actions to stop the transfer of groundwater out of a “basin” simply
because of failure to increase storage in the statewide system. CALFED is advocating locally developed conjunctive
use projects to include monitoring and mitigation mechanisms as key aspects of their projects in order to gain local
acceptance and ensure that local impacts, if any, are mitigated to acceptable levels.

Refer to responses WT 4.4.1-1 and W'T 4.4.1-2 for additional information on providing increased protection for
groundwater interests and improving our understanding of groundwater systems.

WT 4.4.2-2

CALFED is recommending that agencies with jurisdiction over proposed water transfers begin to require
additional impact assessments as part of an application to transfer. Local socioeconomic impacts, cumulative
impacts, and groundwater impacts will be part of the information provided and publicly disclosed by the
proponents. In addition, all proposed transfers will need to satisfy applicable state or federal environmental
compliance requirements, regardless of the proposed use of the transferred water, The CALFED agencies think
that all transfers should be subject to the same review criteria and analytic requirements. The proposed actions
reflect that view.

WT 4.4.2-3

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED has included an action recommending
that approving agencies require additional impact assessments to be provided by the proponent at the time of
applying for approval for a proposed water transfer. These requirements include socioeconomic impact analysis,
cumulative impact analysis, and groundwater impact analysis. The level of analysis will vary with the type of water
transfer (for example, a fallowing transfer needs to address socioeconomic impacts more than a reservoir
reoperation transfer would) and the local socioeconomic and hydrologic conditions.
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4.4.3 Solution Process for Environmental Protection Issues

WT4.4.3-1

CALFED agrees with the need to recognize the legal rights and benefits associated with multiple uses. The
intention of this solution process is to develop protocols so that in-stream flow transfers are more likely to be
implemented for multiple uses. California water law recognizes that multiple uses and benefits can be realized
from the same water. The water appropriation system allows downstream legal users of water to divert and put
to beneficial use any water that has been returned to a water system (abandoned) by an upstream water user.
Initial efforts will focus on ensuring that in-stream flow transfers are clearly defined by purpose and destination,
and by identifying who has the right to use the water at what point in the system. This will allow for more
opportunities to benefit in-stream flows as well as diverted uses with the same transfer.

WT 4.4.3-2

-

CALFED will include a wide array of stakeholders in this process. Those with experience on similar issues will
provide much needed insight and context.

4.4.4 Additional Water Rights Legislation

WT 4.4.4-1

In October 1999, Governor Davis signed legislation (SB 970) that includes additional water rights protection
provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these provisions to provide additional water rights
protections so that those who offer their water for sale would not put their water rights at risk by temporary
transfers to other users, including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill removes the need
for additional water rights protections; CALFED therefore does not intend to pursue additional legislative action
for this issue.

4.5  Technical, Operational, and Administrative Rules

WT 4.5-1

Many of the actions discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are directed at clarifying and
standardizing rules and procedures. Among these is a need for the SWRCB to clearly articulate the definition of
a “basin” as used in many aspects of water transfers. The potential exists for rules to vary based on “in-basin” and
“out-of-basin” uses, but only if there is a clear understanding of what a basin is. CALFED will facilitate this
clarification as it implements the actions described in this section.

4.5.1 Solution Process to Resolve Transferable Water Definitions

WT 4.5.1-1

The concern about whether a proposed water transfer will adversely affect another legal user of water is hotly
debated. The California Water Code contains several provisions directing agencies with jurisdiction to approve
water transfers to approve a transfer only if other legal users of water are not adversely affected—known as the
“no injury” rule. The question often debated is “Who is a legal user?” In some instances, return flows from an
irrigation activity do not provide water to another legal water user; in even more instances, they do. In some
instances, groundwater users have legal rights to water that has percolated into an aquifer; in other instances, they
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donot. The Water Transfer Program, through implementation of the action described in this section in the Water
Transfer Program Plan, will help to clarify the conditions that allow water to be transferrable. These conditions
can depend on characteristics such as duration of the transfer, destination, underlying water rights, and how the
water was made available to transfer (for example, by conservation or fallowing). This clarification can result in
some transfers being viewed as an incentive to conserve, although this will not always be the case. Transfer rules
reflect that a significant amount of the return flow generated by irrigation events generally returns to a surface
water or groundwater source that is available to other legal users of water. However, opportunities to transfer
conserved water without adversely affecting other legal water users do exist and should be facilitated by the
implementation of the CALFED Program.

WT 4.5.1-2

As discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED will continue to facilitate discussions
to resolve transferable water issues. Stakeholder participation will be a key component of developing better
definitions and interpretations of sections in the California Water Code where disagreement now exists. More
facilitated stakeholder participation will occur in Stage 1, after the ROD is signed for the Final Programmatic
EIS/EIR. It is CALFED’s goal to ensure that all interests are fully represented during these discussions. The
discussions will not impede the ability to continue to execute transfers under existing DWR, Reclamation, or
SWRCB policies and procedures.

4.5.2 Clarification of Carriage Water Requirements

WT 4.5.2-1

CALFED had used the term “carriage water” in the most broad sense when describing actions to clarify additional
flow requirements to allow cross-Delta water transfers. CALFED recognizes that several conditions governing the
amount of “carriage” water need to ensure no impacts to other legal users of water. These conditions may be

driven by salinity constraints, the export/inflow (E/I) ratio, biological requirements, or other Delta operational
constraints.

The intent of this action is to clarify a standard method (or set of tools) that will be used to: (1) analyze what
condition is most likely to be governing during a proposed cross-Delta transfer, and (2) approximate the quantity
of water needed to meet requirements (if any). The purpose of this action is to provide transfer proponents with
a tool, or at least knowledge of what tools will be used by approving agencies, for assessing carriage water
requirements. This should allow the seller to appropriately include necessary limits, conditions, or other language
in contracts with the buyer. Currently, little information is provided up-front to enable the proponent to
reasonably assess this important pottion of their water transaction.

4.5.3 Resolution of Reservoir Refill Criteria
WT 4.5.3-1
Reservoir refill criteria arise from the application of the California Water Code’s “no injury” rule to stored water

transfers as a unique situation applicable to the state and federal water projects. Refill criteria do not preclude the
standard application of the “no injury” rule to other types of transfers.
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WT 4.5.3-2

Standardization of reservoir refill criteria is necessary to resolve an issue between reservoir operators and other
legal users of water regarding the application of the “no injury” rule to stored water transfers. The need to ensure
that refill does not occur at a time when in-stream flow pulses are needed is a valid concern, that will be addressed
through project-specific environmental impact assessments. CALFED does not intend to complicate resolution
of this issue with additional environmental requirements, when other regulations already provide this assessment
and necessary mitigation.

4.5.4 Streamlined Approval Process for All Transfers

WT 4.5.4-1

The actions discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to make application for and
approval of water transfers more timely. CALFED is developing a web-based transfer application system that
would provide all relevant information to applicants, to ensure that applications are complete when submitted and
to fully inform applicants of all policies and criteria. This system will help to better inform proponents of what
is required and ensure that reviewing agencies consistently apply their requirements (and that their requirements
are fully understood by all parties).

WT 4.5.4-2

The guidebook is currently available through the SWRCB (www.waterrights.ca.gov). The guidebook provides
a useful overview of current water transfers policies and procedures. CALFED is working with the agencies with
jurisdictional authority to review and approve transfers in order to make other improvements to the review and
approval processes. These activities will require more stakeholder involvement as CALFED proceeds with

implementation during Stage 1.

4.5.5 Expedited Approval Process for Some Transfers

WT 4.5.5-1
The development of expedited approval processes cannot occur until other water transfers issues are resolved,
especially the need to clarify when water is transferable. CALFED expects to involve stakeholders during Stage 1
implementation in looking for opportunities to expedite particular types of water transfers, possibly with the
development of programmatic environmental compliance, similar to how Reclamation handles transfers within
some of its delivery units.

4.6.1 Forecasting and Disclosure of Available Capacity in Existing Project Facilities

WT 4.6.1-1

The action described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan is intended to improve on existing
forecast disclosure mechanisms.
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4.6.2 Evaluating Policies for Transporting Water in Existing Project Facilities

WT 4.6.2-1

This section in the Water Transfer Program Plan describes a process intended to improve predictability and
reliability, if possible, for water transfer proponents to gain access in project conveyance facilities beginning early
in Stage 1. CALFED recognizes that conveyance restrictions are a serious impediment to cross-Delta water
transfers and that Program actions such as the Environmental Water Account will also be competing for any
available capacity. These restrictions are often the result of necessary operational protocols.

4.6.3 Establishing Priority for Transfers in a New Conveyance Facility

WT 4.6.3-1

This section of the Water Transfer Program Plan was intended to address how to allocate capacity in an isolated
facility. Actions such as those proposed in the Preferred Program Alternative are considered, for purposes of the
Water Transfer Program, as improvements to “existing facilities” even though they may require new construction.
We apologize for any misunderstanding. Discussions about improving access to “existing facilities” are called out
as a CALFED action (see Section 4.6.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan for details on how CALFED intends
to proceed).

Also, CALFED has not considered that a portion of any new storage facility capacity would be dedicated to water
transfers. That decision was assumed to be left to the owner of the storage facility (the local public entity, private
company, or state or federal agency).

5. Implementation, Governance, and Finance Issues

WT 5.3.1-1

Water transfer proposals will continue to be subject to numerous requirements that may result in their approval,
conditional approval, or denial. The Water Transfer Program is designed to ensure that all parties have a better
understanding of the potential impacts related to particular transfers and that those impacts are avoided or
mitigated prior to approval. Third-party interests should not be burdened with costs associated with water
transfers.

WT 5.3.1-2

In reference to the third bullet on page 5-5 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan, the sentence has been
modified to read:

“All agricultural and M&I water suppliers and users would benefit from environmental water transfers
because, as environmental conditions improve, implications of regulatory conditions on water diversions

should be reduced.”
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Attachment A

WT A-1

CALFED’s consensus-based effort resulted in CALFED’s planning for the establishment of an information
clearinghouse and recommending requirements for additional impact analysis (as described in Section 4 in the
Water Transfer Program Plan). There was no consensus on establishing another regulatory entity to review water
transfers.
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Attachment 1

Bay-Delta Advisory Council’s Water Transfers Work Group

(These people were on the mailing list, were sent updates and meetings notes, and may or may not have attended
a meeting—addresses and names may no longer be current.)

39032 Candy, Peter 10550  Miller, B J
1827 Hyde Street Consultant
San Francisco CA 94106 P O Box 5995
Berkeley CA 94705-0995
5720 Canfield, Chris 10578  Miller, Mama
12621 E. 166th St. 3520 Palomar Ave
Cerritos CA 94703 West Sacramento CA 95691
39023  Newlin, Vickie
5734 Cappalla, Rocco 2279 Del Oro Avenue Ste. A
1003 East Cliff Drive Oroville CA 95965
Santa Cruz CA 95062
11715 Pyle, Stuart T
Consultant
5814 Cartwright, Rosalee 3707 Panorama Dr
3968 Ord Ferry Road Bakersfield CA 93306-1162

Chico CA 92928
12577  Shanks, Sally

P O Box 408
39033  Cohen, Stuart Walnut Grove CA 95690
1711 McGee Avenue
Berkeley CA 94703 13018  Steere, Lora
1207 Waterview Dr

Mill Valley CA 94941-3412
39049  Davis, Kim

District Representative 13158  Stroshane, Tim
State Capitol, Room 5087 639 San Carlos Avenue
Sacramento CA 95814 Albany CA 94706
14114  Wilcox, Christopher
7107 Farrar, Andrew 40570 S River Rd
1714 Morse Avenue Clarksburg CA 95612

Sacramento CA 92825-2007
14148  Williams, Derrick

4032 Brighton Ave
39039 Havens, Tom Oakland CA 94602
1606 Hermosa Place
Colorado Springs CO 80906
Assem Water, Parks & Wildlife Comm
10238  McChesney, Jo-Ellen
8212 Heaton, Michael State Capitol Room 5136
Attorney at Law Sacramento CA 95814
926 J Street 505
Sacramento CA 95814
Assemblywoman Helen Thompson
7077 Fairclough, Elly
Alameda County Water District 712 B Main Street
6028 Cleland, Leasa Woodland CA 95695
P O Box 5110
Fremont CA 94537
Attorney at Law
14562  Kozlen, Sanford 8705 Jackson, Michael B
4500 Colby Way P O Box 207
Carmichael CA 95608 Quincy CA 95971
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Bank of America
39034  Crowder, Vernon
6485 N Palm Avenue #103
Fair Oaks CA 93704

Bartkiewicz Kronick Shanahan
4856 Bartkiewicz, Paul M
Attorney at Law
1011 22nd Street Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816-4994

Blue Diamond Almond Growers
5525 Brun, Daryl
P O Box 1768
Sacramento CA 95812

Bookman-Edmonston Engineering
5677 Caldwell, Kathy
Member/c/o Rollins Hudig Hall
225 W. Bradway, Suite 400
Glendale CA 91204-1331

California Landscape Contract Assn
12118  Rohlfes, Larry
2021 N Street Suite 300
Sacramento CA 95814-4222

California Rural Legal Assistance
8427 Hoerger, Bill
Chief Counsel
631 Howard Street Suite 300
San Francisco CA 94105-3907

California Rural Studies Institute
13748  Villarejo, Donald
Executive Director
P O Box 2143
Davis CA 95617-2143

39045 Rodriquez, Larry
P O Box 15408
Sacramento CA 95851-0408

Butte County Water Commission
39040 Hanford, Priscilla
1773 Honeysuckle lane
Paradise CA 95969

Cadiz, Inc.
12751 Sklavounos, Alysia
955 Crankbrook Court, Suite 239
Davis CA 95616

Calaveras County Water Dist
6812 Dunn, William G
Director District 2
P O Box 940
West Point CA 95255
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Calif Research Bureau

11123

Q’Connor, Dennis

900 N. Street, Ste 300

P O Box 942837
Sacramento CA 94537-0001

California Chamber of Commerce

10983

Nera, Valeri

Director Agriculture and Resources
1201 K St. 12th Floor

P O Box 1736

Sacramento CA 95812-1736

California Farm Bureau

14591

Warmerdam, Mary-Ann
1127 11th Street Suite 626
Sacramento CA 95814

California Farm Bureau Federation

6778

Du Bois, William |
Director-Natural Resources
1127 11th Street Suite 626 FB31
Sacramento CA 95814

Central Valley Project Water Assn

11409

Peltier, jason

Reg Mgr

15211 St

Sacramento CA 95814

Central Valley Project Water Users Assn

13862

Wang, Greg
15211 St
Sacramento CA 95814

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance

8694

Izmirian, Richard

Federation of Flyfishers - San Mateo County
2215 Eaton Avenue

San Carlos CA 94070

California Urban Water Agencies

5555

Buck, Byron M

Executive Director

455 Capitol Mall Suite 705
Sacramento CA 95814-4406

Carmichael Water Dist

9301

CCDPDR
13569

Kozlen, Sandy
Director - Div 1

P O Box 929
Carmichael CA 95609

Turner, Martha
417 24th St
Sacramento CA 95816-3018
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City of Stockton
8884 Jones, Douglas
Municipal Utilities Dept
2500 Navy Drive
Stockton CA 95206-1191

City of West Sacramento
12332  Sanders, Mark
400 N Harbor Blvd
West Sacramento CA 95691

Clarksburg General Plan Committee
10496 Merwin, Jeff
39108 Z. Line Rd
Clarksburg CA 95612-5015

Community Alliance with Family Farmers
4465 Alvord, Adrienne
1810 Arch Street
Berkeley CA 94709-1310

11842  Redmond, Judith
P O Box 363
Davis CA 95617-0363

11843 Redmond, Judith
36355 Russell Boulevard
Davis CA 95616

Concur
11257  Owens, William
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1100
Sacramento CA 95814

City of Fairfield
13822  Walker, Andrew K
Public Works Dept
1000 Webster Street
Fairfield CA 94533

City of Fresno Water Conservation Program
13466  Todd, Dave
1910 E University Ave
Fresno CA 93703

City of Sacramento
12164  Brenner, Liz
5770 Freeport Blvd Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95822-2911

City of San Jose
12164 Rosenblum, Eric
Program Manager
700 Los Esteros Rd
San Jose CA 95134

City of Santa Clara Water Department
39042  Lee, Cindy
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara CA 95050

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan
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City of Santa Monica
10841 Munves, Susan
Utilities Div
200 Santa Monica Pier, Ste C
Santa Monica CA 90401

Contra Costa Co FC & WCD
39047  Scott, Craig
P O Box H20
Concord CA 94524

Contra Costa Water District
12357  Sarkis, Barbara
1331 Concord Ave/P O Box H20
Concord CA 94524

Corps of Engineers
9156 Kindel, Fred
111 Shelley Court
Folsom CA 95630

Davids Engineering Company
10553  Miller, David
1772 Picasso Ave, Suite A
Davis CA 95616

Consulting Civil Engineer
39046  Rummelsburg, Amold
6013 Friant Ave
Bakersfield CA 93309

Consulting Water Res Engrg
5078 Betchard, Will B
17050 Montebello Rd
Cupertino CA 95014

Dept of Water Resources
6270 Craddock, Edward A
Chief/Water Conservation Officer
Div of Planning and Local Assistance
1020 9th Street - 3rd Floor
IMS Code A-36

8412 Hoagland, Raymond
Chief-Economic Analysis Sect
Rm 252-9 - Res Bldg
IMS Code A-36

8779 Jercich, Scott
Chief-Water Acquisition
State Water Project Analysis Office
Room 1620 - Res Bldg
IMS Code A-36

DOI Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

39048  Spitz, Ron
600 Harrison Street, Ste 515
San Francisco CA 94107-1376
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Downey Brand Seymour & Roher
4861 Basye, George

Knights Lndg Ridge Drain Dist

555 Capitol Mall Suite 1050
Sacramento CA 95814

Ducks Unlimited
13521 Troedsson, Karin
Esq
3074 Gold Canal Dr

Rancho Cordova CA 95670-6116

Dutro Farms Inc
6830 Dutro, Mark
12963 Meridian Road
Chico CA 95673

DWR Office of SWP Planning
38788  Pacheco, John
1416 9th Street
Sacramento CA 95814

Dept of Fish & Game
10870  Murray, Nancee
1416 Ninth Street
IMS Code A-43

Dept of Food & Agriculture
11945 Reynolds, Robin
1220 N Street Room A317

Dept of Justice
12849  Scoonover, Mary
1300 | Street 30" Floor
IMS Code D-8

East Bay Municipal Utilities District
12336  Sandkulla, Nicole
P O Box 24055
Oakland CA 94702

EBMUD, MS-805
39030  Arthur, Rachael
P O Box 24055
Qakland CA 94623-1055

EDAW Inc
5168 Blau, David
753 Davis St
San Francisco CA 94111

12263  Ryan, Joan
753 David St
San Francisco CA 94111

El Dorado County Water Agency
6511 De Haas, Merv
Water Agency Manager
330 Fair Lane
Placerville CA 95667

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan

EMCON
8236 Heinsch, barbara
1433 N Market Blvd Suite 1
Sacramento CA 95834

Environmental Defense Fund
7736 Graff, Thomas J
Senior Attorney
5655 College Ave Suite 304
Rockridge Market Hall
Oakland CA 94618-1583

Family Water Alliance
10151 Mathis, Marion
P O Box 365
Maxwell CA 95955

Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco
7450 Furlong, Fred
Vice President
Banking, Financing and Regional Studies
San Francisco CA 94105

Foster Associates Inc
13791 Wade, William
120 Montgomery Street Suite 1776
San Francisco CA 94104

FRESNO COUNTY
28412  Valdez, Alex
Dir/Economic Opportunities Comm
295 Tuft St
Mendota CA 93640-2274

Friant Water Authority/Arvin Edison Water Supply Dist.
7396 Frick, Howard
11401 8. Vineland Road
Bakersfield CA 93307-9462

Friends of the River
4841 Barris, Lynn
2830 House Ave
Durham CA 95938

11886  Reifsnider, Betsy
915 20th Street
Sacramento CA 95814-2207

Glenn Colusa ID
13333  Tenney, van
P O Box 150
Willows CA 95988-0150

Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District
5344 Bransford, Donald
President
P O Box 809
Colusa CA 95932
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Kern County Water Agency
7425 Fryer, Lloyd
P O Box 58
Bakersfield CA 93302

Kronick Moscovitz Tidemann & Girard
13445  Tidemann, Edward
400 Capitol Mall 27th Floor
Sacramento CA 95814-4117

L A County Water Works District
4593 Ariki, Mustafa
900 South Fremont Ave
Alhambra CA 91803

Griffith, Masuda & Godwin
10135  Masuda, Roger
DTAC
517 E Olive St/P O Box 510
Turlock CA 95381

Gunn Hill Farms
12543  Sevelius, Pia
4416 Ord Ferry Rd
Chico CA 95928

Harza Engineering
39043  Miller, David
425 Roland Way
QOakland CA 94621

Henn & Etzel Inc
7039 Etzel, Fred M
4 Embarcadero Center Suite 510
San Francisco CA 94111-4151

HYA - Dames & Moore
10702 Moore, James N
Senior Consultant
8801 Folsom Blvd Suite 200
Sacramento CA 95826

Institute for Human Ecology
39044  Pratt, Jeremy
15432 115th Ave, SW
Vashon Island WA 98070

KEA Environmental
4821 Barnett, Bruce
601 University Ave Suite 185
Sacramento CA 95825-6739

Maddaus Water Management
9942 Maddaus, William
Principal
9 Via Cerrada
Alamo CA 94507-1522

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan

Madera Irrigation District
11240  Ottemoeller, Steve
Gen Mngr
12152 Road 28 1/4
Madera CA 93637-9199

Merced Irrigation Dist
12115 Rogers, Ross
General Manager
P O Box 2228
Merced CA 95344-0288

L A Dept of Water & Power
6994 Erb, Thomas
111 North Hope Street, Room 1468
P O Box 5111
Los Angeles CA 90012

League of Women Voters
5254 Borgonovo, Roberta
2480 Union Street
San Francisco CA 94123

12834  Smith, Polly
10 Barner Lane
Belvedere-Tiburon CA 94920

Lennihan Law Offices
11260  Ozaki, Rico K
455 Capitol Mall Suite 300
Sacramento CA 95814

M Cubed
10626 Mitchell, David
5358 Miles Ave
Oakland CA 94618

Municipal Water District of Orange County
5024 Berg, Joseph M
P O Box 90825
Fountain Valley CA 92728

Natural Heritage Institute
7445 Fullerton, David
Scientist
114 Sansome Street Suite 1200
San Francisco CA 94104

Natural Resource Conservation Service
14688  Kiger, Luana
430 G Street, #4614
Davis CA 95616

Natural Resource Defense Council
6086 Cohen, Ronnie
71 Stevenson Street Suite 1825
San Francisco CA 94105
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Security Natural Resources Conservation Service

6063 Cocke, Mark
Planning Engineer, RCE
430 G Street #4164
Davis CA 95616-4164

Metcalf & Eddy Inc
13708  Venus, Thomas
25 Main St
Chico CA 95928

Metropolitan Water District of So California
7267 Foley, Jack
Moulton Niguel Water District
27500 La Paz Road
Laguna Niguel CA 92656

12820  Smith, Lynda
1121 L Street Suite 900
Sacramento CA 95814

13324  Teigen, Paul
P O Box 54153
Los Angeles CA 90054-0153

Modesto Irrigation Dist
8872 Johnston, William R
P O Box 4060
Modesto CA 95352-4060

Monte Vista Water District
7832 Grindstaff, Joseph
General Manager
P O Box 71
Montclair CA 91763-0071

38953  Guy, David
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 335
Sacramento CA 95814-4496

Northstar Engineering
10315  McEnespy, Mike
20 Declaration Dr
Chico CA 95926

Office of John S. Mills
10601 Mills, John
11591 Yankee Hill Rd
Columbia CA 95310

Outdoors West
9411 Laforce, Ronald
Editor
P O Box 157
Volcano CA 95689

Pacific Institute for Studies in Dev and Env
39038 Gomez, Santos
Senior Research Associate
1204 Preservation Park Way
Oakland CA 94612

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan
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Navigant Consulting, Inc
7809 Greydanus, Herbert W
Vice Pres & Gen Mgr
3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 170
Rancho Cordova CA 95670

Northern California Water Agency
9106 Keppen, dan
455 Capitol Mall Suite 335
Sacramento CA 95814

Northern California Water Association
4984 Belza, Tib
P O Box 1335
Marysville CA 95901

Public Utilities Commission
9240 Knox, Kimberley M
San Francisco Water Dept
425 Mason Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco CA 94102

Regional Council of Rural Counties
39037  Farrington, Anthony
1020 12th Street, Suite 400
Sacramento CA 95814

10420 Meacher, Robert
Supervisor
520 Main Street Room 309
P O Box 10207
Quincy CA 95971

Resource Decisions
7135 Feldman, Marvin
934 Diamond St
San Francisco CA 94114

Resource Management Division
6841 Eacock, M.C.S.

Soil Scientist/Natural Resources Specialist
2666 North Grove Industrial Drive, Suite 106

Fresno CA 93727-1551

Resource Management International
11482 Peterson, Steve
3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 600
Rancho Cordova CA 95670

13796  Wagenet, Don
Program Manager
3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 600
P O Box 15516
Rancho Cordova CA 95670

Pacific Institute for Studies in Development
7653 Gleick, Peter
Director
654 13th Street
Preservation Park
Oakland CA 94612
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Power
38036  Everts, Connor
323 E Matilja #110-179
Ojai CA 93023

PS Enterprises
12231  Ruiz, Rick
3350 Ocean Park Blvd #205
Santa Monica CA 90405

Sacramento County Farm Bureau
9658 Lewis, Denny
Executive Director
8970 Elk Grove Blvd
Elk Grove CA 95624

Sacramento County Sanitation District
12549  Seyfried, Bob
8521 Laguna Station Road
Elk Grove CA 95758

Sacramento Metro Water Auth
12427  Schnabel, Ed
General Manager
5620 Birdcage Street Suite 180
Citrus Heights CA 95610-7632

San Diego County Water Authority
8318 Hess, Gordon
Imported Water Mgr
3211 5th Ave
San Diego CA 92103-5718

8724 Jacoby, William
3211 5th Ave
San Diego CA 92103

12967  Stadler, Mark
Administrative Analyst
3211 5th Ave
San Diego Ca 92126

San Luis Delta Mondota Water Authority
13000  Stearns, Michael
47375 W Dakota Ave
Firebaugh CA 93622

Santa Clara Valley Water District
4514 Anderson, Terri
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose CA 95118

Riverside Press Enterprise
10291 McCue, Andy
3512 14th Street
Riverside CA 92501-3814

S Yuba Riv Citizens League
9785 Lonsdorf, Robert
Director
P O Box 841
Nevada City CA 95959

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan

Santa Clara Valley Water District
8955 Kamei, Rosemary
Director
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose CA 95118-3614

9127 Kianpour, Karen
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose CA 95118-3614

Save San Francisco Bay Association
10947  Nelson, Barry
Senior Fellow
1600 Broadway #300
Oakland CA 95612

Save the Bay
10557 Miller, George
1600 Broadway, Ste 300
Oakland CA 94612

Senate Select Committee on CALFED

2842
State Capitol, Room 5061
IMS Code E-22
SFEP
4662 Auer, Jean
1325 Avondale Rd
Hillsborough CA 94010
South Delta Water Agency

8353 Hildebrand, Alex
San Joaquin River Flood Contrl Assn
23443 South Hays Rd
Manteca CA 95337

South Yuba River Citizens League
39041 Landorf, Robert
P O Box 841
Nevada City CA 95969

7168 Fielder, Jim
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose CA 95118-3614

State Water Contractors
6060 Cobumn, John
Asst General Manager
455 Capitol Mall Suite 220
Sacramento CA 95814-4405

9925 vacant
General Manager
455 Capitol Mall Suite 220
Sacramento CA 95814-4405

State Water Resources Control Board
13140  Stretars, Mark
901 P Street
IMS Code G-8
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Stockton East Water Dist
13020  Steffani, Ed
General Manager
P O Box 5157
Stockton CA 95205

13375 Thomas, Jeanette R
Water Quality Supv
P O Box 5157
Stockion CA 95205-5157

SWRCB
38969  Satkowski, Rich
901 P Street

Sacramento CA 95812
TEHAMA COUNTY
28498  Willard, Charles
Supervisor
P O Box 250

Red Bluff CA 96080-0250

Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority
5581 Bullock, Arthur
Manager
P O Box 1025
5513 Hwy 162
Willows CA 95988

The Bay Institute of San Francisco
5191 Bobker, Gary
Senior Policy Analysis
55 Shaver Street Suite 330
San Rafael CA 94901

Turlock Irrigation Dist
7426 Fryer, Wilton
Water Planning Dept Mgr
333 E Canal Dr
Turlock CA 95380

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
8485 Holt, Buford
Northern Calif Area Office
16349 Shasta Dam Blvd
Shasta Lake CA 96019

10395  McNamara, Jim
2666 N Grove Industrial Dr Suite 106
Fresno CA 93727

11921 Renning, John
CVO 400
3310 EI Camino Ave Suite 300
Sacramento CA 95821

12760  Slavin, Tracy
MP-402
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento CA 95825

12938  Spezia, Julie
Mid-Pacific Region
2800 Cottage Way Room MP-402
Sacramento CA 95825

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan
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USBR
38970 Elder, Jean
3310 El Camino Avenue
Sacramento CA 95825

Southern California Water Committee
5389 Brewer, Kirk
Water Use Efficiency Manager
1920 W Corporate Way
Anaheim CA 92801-5373

The Trust for Public Land
10145  Mathews, Nelson
Western Region
116 New Montgomery Suite 300
San Francisco CA 94105

The Water Group
8831 Johnson, Lance W
2291 Alluvial
Clovis CA 93611

Tulare Lake Basin WSD
7740 Graham, Brent L
Manager
1109 Whitley Ave
Concoran CA 93212

U.S. Dept of the Interior
8721 Jacobsen, Dana
Office of the Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way, #E-1712
Sacramento CA 95825

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
14407  Yoshikawa, Nancy
Water Mgmt Div Wir-4
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco CA 94105

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
7188 Finn, Vicki
911 N E 11th Ave
Portland OR 97232

U.S. Forest Service
13557  Tupper, Julie
Forest Service Coordinator
650 Capitol Mall Room 7524
Sacramento CA 95814

University of California - Berkeley
11300 Panella, Thomas
Grad School of Public Policy & Energy & Res
2607 Hearst Avenue #7320
Berkeley CA 94720

14321  Woodward, George
Calif Watershed Policy Prgj
1440 Henry Apt B
Berkeley CA 94709
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University of California - Irvine
27530  Ingram, Helen
School of Social Ecology
202 Social Ecology 1
Irvine CA 92715

Us DOI
39031  Asche, Lisa
600 Harrison St, Suite 515
San Francisco CA 94107-1376

Water Transfer Associates
14411 Yost, Jim
1260 Lake Boulevard Suite 240
Davis CA 95616

Water Resources Association of Yolo County
11525  Phipps, Harrison
Executive Coordinator
601 Villanova Drive
Davis CA 95616-1827

USFWS
38974  Canterbury, Grant
3310 ElI Camino Ave #130
Sacramento CA 95821

38973  Elbert, Ruth
3310 El Camino Ave #130
Sacramento CA 95821

38971  Willy, Alison
3310 El Camino Ave #130
Sacramento CA 95821

38972  Winckel, Joy
3310 El Camino Ave #130
Sacramento CA 95821

Valley Water Protection Association
6103 Cole, Linda
7399 Highway 99
Oroville CA 95965

Water Resources Management Inc
10515  Meyer, Jeffrey
1851 Heritage Ln Ste 130
Sacramento CA 85815-4922

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan
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Westlands Water District

5779

Carpenter, Marc

Supervisor of Water Resources
P O Box 6056

3130 N Fresno Street

Fresno CA 93703-6056

Yolo County Board of Supervisors

12162

Rosenberg, David
Supervisor, District 4
625 Court St, Rm 204
Woodland CA 95695

Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

10031

Marchand, Betsy

Special Projects Coordinator
34274 State Highway 16
Woodland CA 95695

Western Area Power Administration

10956

Nelson, Earl
114 Parkshore Drive
Folsom CA 95630

Western Canal Water District

6127

13516

13517

Colwell, Matt
General Manager
P O Box 190
Richvale CA 95974

Trimble, Ted
P O Box 190
Richvale CA 95974

Trimble, Ted
General Manager
P O Box 190
Richvale CA 95974

Western Shasta RCD

14706

Schroeder, Mary
3294 Bechelli Ln
Redding CA 96002

Western Water Co

9062

Kelly, Judy
102 Washington Ave
Pt. Richmond CA 94801
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